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Executive Summary 
This Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (D.2.1) is submitted by Sciences Po as part of Work 
Package 2 – Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E). The purpose of WP2 is to design and 
implement a comprehensive M&E approach and its instruments, enabling GEP implementing 
partners to self-assess their performance, providing impartial assessment and supporting 
GEPs’ sustainability beyond the lifetime of RESET. The primary objective of this WP is to 
impartially assess whether the project as a whole and the respective GEPs are delivering the 
promised activities and changes. This first requires providing RESET partners with a sound 
framework and relevant capacities for self-evaluation, while impartially monitoring the 
organization and delivery of the project’s activities both at consortium and partners’ level. 
More specifically, this deliverable is the output of Task 2.1 – Design of the M&E plan 
implemented by Sciences Po over the first six months of the project. It draws upon the notion 
of “Theory of Change”, defining the generic impact pathway of the project, e.g. how the 
different project’s inputs and activities are expected to deliver the intended outputs and 
outcomes, and under which (pre)conditions. This impact pathway, first introduced to the 
partners at the first M&E Capacity building session delivered on June 15th, 2021, will be further 
tailored to each partner and updated throughout the project. It is complemented by a set of 
M&E instruments, including documentary analysis (of deliverables, GEPs or other statutory 
documents), on-site visits (including focus groups and M&E workshops), bilateral virtual M&E 
meetings and M&E sessions during project meetings, as well as experimental evaluation. The 
methodological value, conditions of implementation and potential relevance of each M&E 
instrument, are thoroughly reviewed. A referential for evaluation capabilities, highlighting the 
knowledge and skills to be demonstrated for the M&E of the project is annexed to the 
deliverable. A checklist for GEP design, implementation and sustainability is also provided in 
annex, to be further tailored to the specificities of RESET – such as the intensive use of co-
design methodologies or the focus on intersection inequalities and submitted in an updated 
form by M12 of the project as D.2.2. The content of the first M&E capacity-building session 
delivered to the RESET community, is also provided as an addendum to the deliverable. 

Acknowledgement 
This deliverable elaborates upon the M&E instruments developed by Sciences Po for the 
evaluation of the SUPERA project (Horizon 2020, 2018-2022). For the sake of cumulativeness, 
and with the kind authorization of the SUPERA community, it is based on the state of the art 
regarding the notion of Theory of Change and the review of M&E instruments developed by 
Sciences Po for SUPERA. It also includes in annex the checklist for M&E of GEP design and 
implementation elaborated as part of this project, which will serve as a basis for co-designing 
the one to be submitted on M12 by RESET. Yet, the structure of the deliverable, its contents, 
the list of references and the building blocks and timeline of our M&E approach have been 
substantially updated, based on the experience of their first implementation and to reflect the 
specifics of RESET. The resources planned by Sciences Po on WP2 are consistent with this 
cumulative approach, with only a limited number of p/m devoted to the kick-off phase of the 
project, and resources targeted on knowledge transfer to the coordinator and RESET partners. 



  
 D.2.1 Monitoring and Evaluation Plan  
 
 
 
 
 

 

H2020 |RESET | 787829  5 

Table of contents 
Abbreviations 3 
1. Introduction 7 

1.1 Grounds for the monitoring and evaluation of RESET 7 
1.2 Purpose of the monitoring and evaluation 8 

2. Setting the stage for monitoring and evaluating change 10 
2.1 Capability framework 10 

2.2 Guiding methodological principles 12 
3. Developing a theory of structural change for gender equality 17 

3.1 Defining the theory of change 17 
3.2. Process for elaborating a theory of change under RESET 22 

4. Proposed Monitoring & Evaluation plan 24 
4.1. Evaluation questions 24 
4.2  Methods and tools 28 
4.3. Core components and timelines of execution 33 

Annex I. EES Evaluation Capabilities Framework 38 
The EES framework refers to three key categories of capabilities: 38 
Annex II. Checklist for GEP design and implementation 40 

Why a checklist? 40 
Purpose (and limitations) of checklists for action 40 
Purpose of a checklist for GEP implementation as part of RESET 41 

Review of available checklists 42 
GEAR steps and impact drivers 43 
Checklists developed as part of sister projects 46 

Proposed checklist for GEP evaluation 48 
About resources 49 
About stakeholders’ inclusion 51 
About top leadership (enduring) support 53 
About GEP visibility 55 
About GEP sustainability 56 

REFERENCES 58 
 

  
 



  
 D.2.1 Monitoring and Evaluation Plan  
 
 
 
 
 

 

H2020 |RESET | 787829  6 

List of figures 
Fig. 1 New gender-related criteria under Horizon Europe     15 
Fig. 2 Typical presentation of a logic model as a result chain   18 
Fig. 3 Basic generic theory of change      19 
Fig. 4 Mandatory GEP process requirements under Horizon Europe (2021)  21 
Fig.5 Updated impact pathway, UCM, SUPERA project (April 2020)   22 
Fig.6 Impact pathway including external variables, (06.2021)   23 
Fig.7 Dimensions to be evaluated       25 
Fig.8 Gender Mainstreaming cycle       44 

 
 
 

 
List of tables 
Tab. 1 Generic evaluation questions on GEP                   24 
Tab. 2 SPICED indicators        29 
Tab. 3 Typology of indicators        29 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
H2020 |RESET | 787829  7 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Grounds for the monitoring and evaluation of RESET 
 
The monitoring and evaluation approach to be implemented for RESET draws upon program and 
policy evaluation theory and practice that has developed since the 1970s with view to enhance 
the quality of projects, programs and policies in terms of design, implementation and outputs. 
This domain, which has developed at the intersection of different types of knowledges (practice-
based vs. theoretical) and disciplines (political science, management science, sociology of 
organizations, economics, psychology), has raised crucial issues, such as the relevant timing(s) 
for evaluation (ex-ante, continuous and/or ex-post ?), the competencies to be mobilized by the 
evaluators, the participatory dimension of evaluation, but also its very purpose: from better 
informing the design of programs or policies, through offering a learning potential for on-going 
actions or supporting better implementation, to measuring their actual impact.  
 
Key methodological issues posed to the evaluation of a project aiming at bringing structural 
changes for gendering higher education and research will thus be considered, especially with 
regards to aspects such as a) the use of mixed methodologies combining quantitative and 
qualitative instruments; b) the timing and overarching purpose of the evaluation design, thought 
so as to be formative, supportive, responsive and summative and c) the endorsement of 
capabilities frameworks or standards (as the one developed by the European Evaluation Society). 
We will also pay specific attention to evaluation approaches and tools developed and 
implemented in science and innovation to monitor and evaluate gender equality programs and 
policies, and to the use of “theories of change” which identify the pre-conditions, causal effects 
and intervening variables for intended changes to be delivered by planned actions. 
 
Our approach is also informed by our own experience of structural change for gender equality. 
From 2014 to 2017, Sciences Po coordinated the EGERA project, standing for Effective Gender 
Equality in Research and the Academia, which delivered Gender Equality Plans (GEP) at seven 
RFOs based in the EU and Turkey. Provided the diversity of institutional and policy contexts, 
organizational settings, involved disciplines, stakeholders, and windows of opportunity for 
change, this project offered a rich material for devising our evaluation approach. This approach 
has been first tested as part of the SUPERA project, standing for Supporting Equality in Research 
and the Academia, launched in June, 2018 under Horizon 2020. Now in its fourth year of 
successful implementation, SUPERA has demonstrated the validity of our monitoring and 
evaluation framework, also pointing out some room for improvement in terms of building 
capacities for self-monitoring and assessment of delivered activities at implementing partners. 
It is based on this experience and acknowledging the specificities of RESET, that we opted to 
annex a first version of the Checklist for GEP monitoring and evaluation, initially due for Month 
12, to the present deliverable, so that it can support GEP design. 
 
This Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan thus relies upon two bodies of knowledge: the one 
accumulated in the field of program and policy evaluation and the one gained through conducting 
and evaluating structural change for integrating gender equality and the gender dimension in 
research organizations. Cumulatively elaborating on the evaluation framework of SUPERA, we 
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have directed our resources towards further improving this framework and delivering Monitoring 
and Evaluation support activities to partners from the early stage of the project 1.  
 

1.2 Purpose of the monitoring and evaluation 
 
Project and program evaluation has become commonplace in science and innovation, where not 
only it constitutes a key step for the validity of many scientific protocols, but also now largely 
commands the allocation of resources to particular projects. And yet, notably due to this direct 
relation between evaluation and the distribution of funding, the intrinsic value and purpose of 
monitoring and evaluation is often neglected or seen as disconnected from project’s 
implementation. It is thus worth reminding that proper M&E are not only a mandatory feature for 
EU-funded projects or initiative, but also a condition and resource for successful implementation.  
 
The extensive literature on the evaluation of projects, programs and policies, insists on its multi-
dimensional character, often distinguishing between formative and summative evaluation. 
Formative evaluation refers to an evaluation that starts from the stage of project development, 
and will continue throughout its life cycle, with the dual objective of a) assessing ongoing project 
activities and b) providing (through self-assessment and/external monitoring) information which 
are relevant for improving the project or program (NSF, 2002: 8-10). Hence, by definition, a 
formative evaluation is two-dimensional: it focuses both on implementation (how the project is 
being conducted, in relation to planned activities, milestones and outputs), and progress towards 
set objectives, the logics being that the former conditions the latter. Progress evaluation requires 
to collect data: a) to benchmark participants progress towards set objectives, b) to evidence the 
factors of success or hindrance for achieving these objectives, and c) to assess the impact of 
carried out activities. This information will later inform a summative evaluation, which purpose is 
to assess ex-post the performance of a project or program in terms of outcomes, impact and 
outreach. Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative) are also important to summative 
evaluation. Additionally, it shall also offer a learning potential for other (future) projects and 
programs, possibly outside the realm of implementation of the one evaluated. 
 
While formative evaluation can hardly be distinguished from project implementation, and can 
involve both insiders (people involved in the daily implementation of project’s activities) and 
outsiders (impartial evaluators), summative evaluation is often entrusted to fully external 
evaluators, who do not count among projects’ implementers and are thus expected to be more 
objective. Another commonly used typology of evaluation refers to the stage on which it focuses: 
design, implementation, outcome or impact. 

In all cases, the purpose of evaluation is not limited to determining the value and performance of 
a project or program. It is also intended to contribute to: 

a) Increasing the quality of its design, by better informing ex-ante the conception and 
planning of project’s activities and the definition of its objectives 

 
1The first M&E capacity-building session devoted to implementing structural change, was delivered on June 15th, 2021 to equip project 
teams with common background knowledge. This cumulativeness is also reflected in the way Sciences Po distributed its resources 
over the project, intensifying human resources devoted to RESET from M6 of the project. 
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b) Increasing the quality of its implementation, by providing real-time information about the 
(un)effective implementation and management of the project, identifying gaps and 
strategies for adaptation, factors of success or hindrances/resistances` 

c) Increasing the sustainability of a project by highlighting the most efficient use of 
resources, as well as focusing on factors that conditions sustainability, such as a valid ex-
ante diagnosis, the collection of relevant data, stakeholders’ mobilization or the 
institutionalization of relevant activities beyond the project’s timeframe.  

 

Provided its characteristics and scope, the evaluation of a project as RESET is meant to be both 
formative (implementation and progress-oriented) and summative. Hence, it should provide the 
consortium, the European Commission and the broader audience interested in bringing forward 
gender equality strategies in research and the academia, with a robust body of information and 
data on the project’s implementation, impartial recommendations for the further enhancement 
of the project during its entire lifecycle, and a fair assessment of its overall performance with 
regards to a) its set objectives and b) the specific conditions for its implementation (in terms for 
instance of institutional or policy framework, stakeholders’ participation or windows of 
opportunity for change) as those having emerged during the course of the project. 

It is now worth highlighting the specificities of policy evaluation. First, policies usually pursue 
higher stakes than projects and programs, such as reducing poverty, increasing equality or 
improving health in general, and provide the framework for projects and programs to be 
developed and implemented at a domain or issue-specific level. Second, policies are elaborated 
through a different cycle, different processes and procedures and with the participation of 
different stakeholders and actors than for projects or programs. As they resort to the domain of 
public bodies and institutions, policies imply higher standards in terms of transparency, 
accountability, and stakeholders’ participation. The purpose of their evaluation is not only to 
provide information which are relevant for their design, improvement and assessment, but also 
to contribute to the overall legitimacy of policymaking, by demonstrating that policies are 
evidence-based, properly monitored and aimed at producing measurable effects (Boussaguet, 
Jacquot, Ravinet, 2006). One of the added values of policy evaluation, is to pay a great deal of 
attention to the legal and institutional contexts in which a particular policy is being implemented.  
 
Designing and implementing a GEP within a university can arguably be compared to designing a 
gender equality policy. Firstly, because GEPs or strategies have long been coined as one of the 
most popular soft policy instruments in the field of gender equality and non-discrimination on the 
grounds of sex or gender. Eventually, in some relevant contexts such as Sweden or Spain, two 
contemporary champions with regards to gender equality policies, plans aimed at fostering 
gender equality, preventing gender-based violence and implementing gender mainstreaming 
have paved the way for the adoption of hard law, thus contributing to shape the “policy style” in 
this area (Alonso and Forest, 2012, Sainsbury and Berqvist, 2009). Secondly, because unlike a 
research project, GEPs are not meant to bring about specific research outputs nor the adoption 
of a particular product, but to trigger cultural and organizational changes that involve both 
structures and individuals, processes and “way of doing things”. Thirdly, because the 
comprehensive and holistic set of actions and measures a GEP is meant to be – as emphasized 
in the recommended building blocks and areas of action promoted by the European Commission 
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in the realm of Horizon Europe,2 is necessarily embedded within the broader framework of 
existing legislations and policies at the subnational, national and supranational levels. Hence, the 
specific attention of policy evaluation literature for “path -dependent” features, logics of actors 
or the cognitive dimension of policy change (See Lombardo and Forest, 2012; Schmidt, 2010; 
Lombardo, Meier and Verloo, 2009), are also valuable to the monitoring and evaluation of a 
project aimed at advancing gender equality at universities such as RESET 
 
In this multi-dimensional context, monitoring will be an instrument for project’s implementation 
and progress evaluation, and for the self-assessment by respective partners of their own 
activities and performance. As noted by the Equality Challenge Unit (2014), distinguishing 
monitoring and evaluation can prove challenging, as those occasionally overlap. As suggested 
by Dahmen and Peterson (GenderTime, 2017a: 4), quoting Funnell and Rogers (2011), “one way 
to distinguish between monitoring and evaluation is to focus monitoring on what is happening in 
a project without necessarily explaining why (…), which is instead left to the evaluation process”.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Having defined our starting point and the scope and purpose of monitoring and evaluation, we 
shall now focus on two more practical dimensions: first, the skills and competencies we believe 
are required for conducting the monitoring and evaluation of a project as RESET and second, the 
sound principles that should guide this process. 
 

2. Setting the stage for monitoring and evaluating change 
 

2.1 Capability framework 
 
Due to the variety of definitions of evaluation, and to the even greater variety of actors claiming 
to perform evaluation work, it has been a growing preoccupation of the broad evaluation 
community, to set up minimum quality criteria. The emergence of national evaluation 
associations and more recently, the one of transnational networks aiming at sharing practices 
and higher standards – such as the European Evaluation Society, have offered venues for 
collectively building capabilities or competencies framework. Those are not only meant to 
determine the competencies that an evaluator should ideally master, but also the values, 

 
2https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ec_rtd_g
ep-faqs.pdf 

 
Monitoring can be defined as “a continuing function using systematic data collection on 
specific indicators to provide (…) indications of the extent of progress and achievements of 
objectives”. 
 
Evaluation will be understood as a more comprehensive and in-depth exercise (Espinosa, 
Bustelo and Velasco, 2016: 5) also bringing a more generic value for other similar projects, 
programs or policies through analysing factors of success or failures, identifying good practices 
and addressing their cognitive and interactional dimensions. 
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interpersonal skills and ethical principles he or she should demonstrate to ensure quality 
evaluation. Another spur for such an endeavour, is the very context in which an evaluator 
operates: since evaluation largely conditions the resources, sustainability, credibility and publicity 
of a project, program or policy, notwithstanding the legitimacy of its promoters and potential well-
being of its beneficiaries, it requires especially high standards with regards to the transparency, 
fairness and impartiality of the evaluation process. From that perspective, external evaluation has 
long been considered a guarantee of impartial evaluation, while quantitative indicators are often 
thought to bring actual evidence of success or failure in achieving the ultimate goals of a project 
or program. Yet, evidence suggests that quality and ethical criteria need to be defined also for 
external evaluation and that quantitative indicators are not immune to the same (and other) 
biases as qualitative ones.  
 
Calling upon evaluators who are not involved in the design and life of the project or program being 
evaluated, does not mean that they cannot be heavily biased towards its very objective, either for 
ideological reasons, because they have been involved in the design of an alternative 
product/policy, or due to methodological issues. Failing to account for gender, age and other 
grounds of diversity, for instance, is known to introduce potential bias in evaluation, as it can do 
for any experimental protocol. Hence, drawing upon a fully externalized evaluation does not 
prevent from questioning the evaluation framework, interests and competencies of the 
evaluators, and even requires specific criteria ensuring a fair evaluation and an appropriate level 
of knowledge of the context in which the project, program or policy unfolds.  
 
Similarly, quantitative-based evaluation is not a proxy for objective evaluation. As reminded by 
the US National Science Foundation quoting Sudman (1976), “the most common misconception 
about sampling is that large samples are the best way of obtaining accurate findings. While it is 
true that larger samples will reduce sampling error (…), sampling error is the smallest of the three 
components of error that affect the soundness of sample designs. The two other errors – sample 
bias (primarily due to the loss of sample units) and response bias (responses or observations 
that do not reflect “true” behaviour, characteristics or attitudes) – are much more likely to 
jeopardize the validity of findings” (NSF, 2002: 25). Hence, evaluators are invited to give priority 
to procedures aimed at controlling those bias, thus pointing out certain competencies and skills. 
 
In sum, there is no guarantee of an objective, methodologically sounded and impartial evaluation 
without self-reflexivity, peer-learning and a set of carefully identified competencies. So as to 
frame our evaluation work, we will refer here to the Capabilities Framework elaborated by the 
European Evaluation Society (See: Annex I). Acting as platforms for cross-disciplinary dialogue 
and “communities of practice” (Wenger, 1998), a number of national evaluation societies have 
developed competencies frameworks. Yet, due to its transnational character, we consider that 
the one developed in a collaborative and cumulative way through two large surveys (2009 and 
2011) by the European Evaluation Society, informs about a broader set of criteria. Those do not 
merely focus on the sole competency and skills of individual evaluators, as those are not the only 
intervening variable in the quality of evaluation: “evaluation outcomes are affected by the 
behaviors of other actors (commissioners; other stakeholders, etc.) let alone by the 
characteristics of the enabling and evaluation governance environment. Judging evaluators 
capabilities solely through examination of the quality of evaluation products and their results is 
therefore risky”.  
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It is thus necessary to “interrogate competencies or capabilities in terms of disciplinary content 
as well as delivery, social interaction and/or management skills”3. As the evaluation team of 
RESET is based at the French National Foundation of Political Science, it also logically endorses 
the knowledge and principles of the specific research and action field constituted by policy 
evaluation. Although this field has demonstrated less institutionalization in France than in other 
contexts, Sciences Po hosts two of the most experienced and recognized French evaluation 
research teams: the LIEPP and the OFCE, which both justify of embedded gender expertise. 
Provided the French tradition of policy evaluation, this entails a specific attention for interactional 
dynamics and the cognitive dimension of policy and institutional change, complemented by 
competencies in quantitative evaluation drawn from econometrics. The RESET evaluation team 
adheres to the general principles stated in the Deontological Charter adopted by Sciences Po 
specifically regarding Policy and project evaluation, to prevent conflicts of interest, ensuring 
transparency and the integrity and sincerity of the methods used4.  
 

2.2 Guiding methodological principles 
Elaborating upon the EES capabilities framework and the practice of policy evaluation grounded 
in political science and the gender and policy scholarship, we have adopted the following guiding 
methodological principles: 
 
Formative and summative evaluations 

It is expected that the M&E plan of RESET should include both formative and summative 
evaluations. Priority will nonetheless be given to formative evaluation, aiming at continuously 
informing the conduct of the project, from its early design stage to its finalization, so as to provide 
partners with relevant background knowledge to effectively implement RESET. Summative 
evaluation will be based on the same elements, with view to draw lessons for the sustainability 
of GEPs and strategies adopted by partner organizations, and for similar projects and initiatives 
to be carried out elsewhere in the future. 
 
Quantitative and qualitative evaluation 

There is a strong case for projects as RESET to adopt a mixed approach combining quantitative 
and qualitative data collection and analysis. Evaluation practice, notably in the field of science 
and innovation related projects, advocates for such a combination, which allows for selecting the 
least imperfect or biased method for each evaluation task and tends to control the imperfections 
and bias inherent to each of these methods. In the specific case of the evaluation of strategies 
and plans aimed at increasing gender equality and gender awareness in research and the 
academia, there are also specific reasons to do so: first, structural change takes time. In other 
terms, changing universities and other Research Performing Organizations (RPOs) towards the 
intended objectives of the project, will take far more time than the one allowed by the project’s 
funding. Hence, ultimate (quantitative) evidence of certain changes (for instance in the cohorts 
of students opting for some disciplines or of academics achieving senior or decision-making 
positions) might be hard to collect within the lifetime of the project. This limitation requires to 
consider other ways to assess the change process, making possible to forecast whether longer-
term quantitative changes are likely to take place. Another argument stems from the fact that 

 
3https://www.europeanevaluation.org/sites/default/files/surveys/EES%20EVALUATION%20CAPABILITIES%20FRAMEWORK.pdf 
4 https://www.sciencespo.fr/liepp/sites/sciencespo.fr.liepp/files/Charte_deontologie_Liepp-Ipp-Idep_v1_0.pdf 
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gender equality is not a standard, neutral area for initiating institutional change. It affects 
personal beliefs, widely shared cultural references and stereotypes, as well as the distribution of 
power, knowledge and assets within a particular organization and society (Mergaert and Forest 
2015), thus triggering specific resistances (Lombardo and Mergaert, 2016).  
 
Therefore, information and data touching upon or related to these aspects, are not necessarily 
easy to collect. This task is tightly framed by GDPR provisions at each partner institution, as 
documented in RESET Data management plan (D9.5), submitted in April, 2021, and can be also 
complicated by specific legal provisions regulating the collection of data about personal 
circumstances such as gender, sex, sexual orientation, age or ethnicity. Universities and research 
organizations being power institutions, collecting data is also about power and making such data 
public may trigger significant levels of resistance. For these different reasons, it will be crucial: 
a) to identify a restricted number of valid quantitative indicators, apt to capture key areas of 
change and to document the achievement of RESET’s intermediate and longer terms goals and 
b) to adopt a broader set of qualitative indicators and qualitative data collection methods, so as 
to grasp institutional and cognitive dynamics at play, to understand the fundamental features of 
each organizational context or to analyze how pursued changes “hit” structures and individuals 
into the intended – or another – direction. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Participatory evaluation 

Monitoring and evaluating RESET will also rely upon stakeholders’ participation. This 
participatory dimension will be twofold: first, the theory of change and the monitoring and 
implementation plan outlined in this deliverable (see: section 3), will be fine-tuned, and adapted 
at the level of each implementing partner, to reflect its own GEP priorities, institutional context 
and implementation timeline. With regards to the theory of change to be deployed following a 
similar blueprint, it will entail to collectively identify which are the pathways of change to follow, 
and the main change factors to trigger. Second, for the fine-tuning of quantitative and qualitative 
indicators and the collection of key comparable data, Sciences Po team will rely upon 
participatory methods during face-to-face focus groups and M&E capacity-building activities, as 
showcased during the capacity-building session delivered on June 15th, 2021 (see Addendum). 
 
Bias-free evaluation 

Controlling for potential methodological biases with regards to sampling and data collection 
methods will receive a great deal of attention. This will be especially the case with regards to 
including all categories of stakeholders (including administrative staff and students) when 
considering project’s activities and preventing gender bias that may be projected on men’s and 
women’s attitudes or expectations. Provided the outstanding relevance given to intersecting 
inequalities in RESET project design, this will also include the attention paid to intersectionality, 

 
RESET monitoring and evaluation will draw upon a set of data collection methods reviewed 
in section 4 of this deliverable, including (but not exclusively): focus groups with key 
categories of stakeholders, interviews with key informants, documentary analysis, smaller 
and larger surveys. With respect to the use of co-design promoted by RESET, complementary 
interactive methods inspired from social design will also be used for M&E data collection. 
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as specific groups may be specifically targeted and/or differently affected by implemented 
actions. Giving a voice to these groups during the monitoring and evaluation work, as well as 
considering relevant indicators will thus be ensured whenever possible. 
 
Cumulative evaluation 

Evaluating structural change towards gender equality and the integration of the gender dimension 
in research, cannot only rely upon the generic evaluation literature. It is indeed paramount, to 
draw upon the rich body of knowledge accumulated on the conduct and evaluation of the dozens 
of so-called “sister” projects implemented with EU funding5. This is especially important due to 
those projects being implemented in a wide variety of countries, institutions and academic 
disciplines, embodying the huge diversity of contexts and challenges associated with promoting 
gender equality and the gender dimension in research content in the European Research Area. 
Since FP7, funded projects have adopted similarly diverse approaches, addressing an 
increasingly holistic set of issues, articulating different theories of change and leveraging 
different methods. In terms of monitoring and evaluation, most include(d) a dedicated work 
package, usually entrusted to a partner acting as an impartial evaluator: a university, an NGO or 
a consultancy company, endowed with different M&E capabilities. A few projects opted for 
internalizing M&E, while calling upon external evaluators to carry out punctual evaluation work.  
 
This cumulative experience has been considered and several evaluation frameworks adopted 
under EU-funded projects, have informed our approach. This is the case of the M&E of the 
GENOVATE project. Conducted by the Complutense University of Madrid, it fully considers the 
inputs from the evaluation literatures, defining a theory of change adapted to the project’s 
purpose. It also draws upon the insights from the critical analysis of gender mainstreaming 
implementation in several domains, thus highlighting the specific hindrances and resistances 
faced by social and institutional change aiming at gender equality, and it focuses on three 
fundamental dimensions of change: ideas, structures, and people (See: GENOVATE’s Guidelines 
for evaluating Gender Equality Action Plans, 2016). Similarly, we paid attention to the Monitoring 
handbook developed by GenderTime project (2017), which provides insights and 
recommendations on a usually less theorized element. It emphasizes that “implementation 
processes in change projects are often complex and multilayered and can at times also be 
confusing for those involved. Monitoring is useful as it can produce detailed and structured 
information about what is happening in the change project and how the interventions are going 
(…). This information, if fed back to the practitioners involved in the change process, can 
contribute to their increased motivation” (Dahmen and Peterson 2017:5). Along with this baseline 
argument, the handbook provides clear indications with respect to what should be monitored and 
when in such a project. A key recommendation is that monitoring should be an integrated and 
collaborative part of the project, tailormade to account for specific local contexts. 
In terms of cumulativeness, crucial insights have been brought by the implementation of the M&E 
approach designed by Sciences Po for the SUPERA project. RESET M&E plan thus largely draws 
upon the concept elaborated for SUPERA, while bringing some innovations to reflect: a) RESET’s 
focus on co-design methodologies and intersectionality, and b) the lessons learnt from SUPERA 
Monitoring and Evaluation, notably with regards to supporting partners in building their own M&E 
capacities and defining their respective project’s impact pathways. 

 
5 According to the Gender Equality Unit of DG Research and Innovation, by May 2021, over 30 “sister projects” had already been 
funded, involving over 200 universities, research performing and research funding organizations. 
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Supportive evaluation 

The experience gathered in monitoring and evaluating such projects, also advocates for an 
evaluation which is not only formative, but also clearly aims at supporting implementing partners 
in achieving their goals. EU-funded GEP projects are setting up a new, higher standard in dealing 
with gender imbalances and bias in research and the academia. It is therefore crucial that they 
result successful and rich in experiences and information for other similar initiatives across the 
EU, especially as Horizon Europe introduces new eligibility, selection and ranking criteria in 
relation to submitting institutions to adopt a GEPs, to integrating the gender dimension in the 
project design or to gender balance in research teams6.  
 
Fig. 1 New gender-related criteria under Horizon Europe 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: DG Research and Innovation, 2021 
 
Besides, while evaluation can occasionally be carried out from a very different set of values and 
goals than those endorsed by the evaluated project or program, or at least from a perspective 
primarily dictated by the wise use of public resources, this is not the case here. First, having 
coordinated and evaluated similar projects, the evaluator fully adheres to the objectives of the 
project, that it considers also its own and thus intends to use monitoring and evaluation as a tool 
for success, rather than a way to simply assess the value-for-money of a project. Second, while 
one of the purposes of this monitoring and evaluation, is to ensure that the project is properly 
carried out along its planned tasks and milestones, and that its resources are used wisely, our 
primary commitment will go to achieving its overarching goals and ensuring that lessons learnt 
are taken on board for this projects and other projects in the future. Supportive evaluation shall 
also dictate a way to communicate and interact with implementing partners that is conform to 
this approach.  
 
Supportive evaluation should be distinguished from the role of a mentor, though. This difference 
is twofold: first, the context of RESET, UOULU and RUB, the two mentor universities of the 
consortium have been entrusted with a specific contribution to supporting partners implementing 
their first GEP. This contribution, and more specifically their roles in WP1, relies upon their long-

 
6https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/strategy_on_research_and_innovation/documents/ec_rtd_g
ep-faqs.pdf See also the latest EU Council conclusions on the new European Research Area of December, 2020: 
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13567-2020-INIT/en/pdf 
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standing record in addressing the gender dimension in research. The perspective of Sciences Po 
will be M&E driven, operationalizing the comparative knowledge built in conducting and 
evaluating gender equality strategies in research and the academia, and relying more extensively 
on policy evaluation. Second, for the external evaluator, being supportive does not preclude from 
adopting the independent, non-implementing perspective to assess partners’ performance in 
delivering intended changes. This assessment will also cover the role of mentors in sharing their 
experience, helping to set the standard for GEP beginners and enhancing their own policies. 
 
Responsive evaluation in convulsed times 

Finally, based on the multi-layered experience detailed above, it is considered key that the 
evaluation carried out for RESET will be responsive to the project’s realities and needs. 
Responsiveness means here to adapt to potential changes brought to the project’s structure, 
timelines or methods based on practice and lessons learnt, so that monitoring and evaluation 
remain fully useful to project’s implementation and management. Responsive evaluation has 
proved especially important in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemics. The experience gained 
by Sciences Po in the monitoring of the SUPERA project, will be fully mobilized, as the SUPERA 
community proved to be especially resilient, swiftly adapting to the new reality and this not only 
in terms of resources management or project implementation, but also in terms of covered 
topics, GEP actions implementation or M&E. As the social, financial, and sanitary consequences 
of the pandemic may also impact RESET, lessons learnt in terms of responsiveness will be of 
specific value and guide the responses to be provided from WP2. Responsiveness may also entail 
to address the potential impact of the backlash on gender equality observed in various EU 
member states on the implementation of strategies for which top leadership support and 
stakeholders’ participation are required. Such circumstances might eventually require the 
adaptation of the framework theory of change, monitoring & evaluation plan and of the set of 
tools for self-assessment outlined in section 3 and 4 of this deliverable.
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3. Developing a theory of structural change for gender equality 
 

As we intend to be cumulative and draw upon the extensive knowledge gained by the 
scholarships on program and policy evaluation, on the one hand, and the scholarship interested 
in gender mainstreaming, on the other, we consider of utmost importance to elaborate on a theory 
of (structural) change for gender equality. It has been indeed one of the key contributions of the 
literature on program evaluation, to highlight the relevance of establishing evaluation work on the 
solid grounds of a theory of change adapted to the structure and objectives of the evaluated 
intervention (program, project or policy alike). In this section, elaborating further on our approach 
designed for the SUPERA project, and drawing upon the insights from the first M&E capacity-
building session delivered to RESET partners during which partners were invited to elaborate their 
own theory of change, we will first provide a definition of what is intended by a theory of change 
and build the case for its use in a project such as RESET, emphasizing the specificities of an 
intervention aiming at producing structural changes in participating organizations. Second, we 
will introduce the process through which implementing partners, supported by WP2 leader, will 
tailor their own theories of change/impact pathways.  
 

3.1 Defining the theory of change 
3.1.1 This is not about theory! 

An immediate clarification is required: the “Theory of change” is not what is usually understood 
by a theory, in the sense of a “supposition or a system of ideas intended to explain something, 
especially one based on general principles independent of the thing to be explained” (Oxford 
Dictionary). Instead, the theory of change we will refer to here, is meant to be a building block for 
implementation and impact evaluation, which helps defining ex-ante (as in the present case) or 
ex-post, how the changes, effects and impacts intended to be achieved by an intervention are to 
be (or have been) attained. As such, the theory of change derives from program theory, a long-
established area of evaluation literature that can be tracked back to the 1960s. As put by Funnel 
and Rogers (2011), program theory invites to clarify the theoretical underpinnings of an 
intervention such as a project, program and policy, by evidencing the logical connection and 
articulation between inputs and (expected) outcomes and explaining how the intervention is 
actually meant to work and to produce an impact. Over the past decade, the theory of change has 
developed as a particular, more applied sub-field of program theory. As different terms have 
blossomed to describe the “models depicting how interventions are meant to work” (Mayne, 
2015: 119-120) such as logic model, results chain, outcome pathway, action or implementation 
theory, different reviews of program and change theory literatures have been proposed (see for 
instance Sharpe, 2011; Vogel, 2012; Stein and Valters, 2012 and Mayne, 2015) which will help us 
to provide valid definitions and build the case for its use in the design of the M&E of RESET. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

According to Sharpe (2011: 72), a theory of change “consists of a set of statements that 
describe a particular program, explain why, how, and under what conditions the program 
effects occur, predict the outcomes of the program, and specify the requirements necessary 
to bring about the desired program effects”.  
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Patricia Rogers (2014) indicates that it can be developed for any level of intervention (from a 
project to a policy) and independently from the fact that “the objectives and activities can be 
identified and tightly planned beforehand” or change and adapt “in response to emerging issues 
and to decisions made by partners and other stakeholders” (Rogers, 2014: 1). As pointed out by 
Mayne and Johnson (2015), theories of change have plenty of possible uses in designing, 
managing and evaluating interventions. While it has been discussed especially in monitoring and 
evaluation (See Funnell and Rogers, 2011, part. V), it thus applies to a broader set of stages in the 
development and implementation of a project, program or policy. 
 
With regards to when a theory of change should be developed, it is acknowledged that elaborating 
it from the design phase, helps better structuring and planning the intervention. However, a theory 
of change can be usefully elaborated, although under different circumstances and with different 
inputs and purposes, at every stage of an intervention. For instance, prior to its evaluation or even 
ex-post, to better grasp how the objectives of a particular project have been attained and if not, 
what went wrong and how? Generally speaking, “the development of a program theory is 
necessary when hoping to determine why a program is succeeding or failing and if and where 
program improvement should be focused” (Sharpe, 2011: 72).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.1.2 Why is it crucial for quality evaluation? 

 
Developing a theory of change at some point of an intervention, and even more meaningfully prior 
to its implementation, appears to be crucial in several ways for its proper monitoring and 
evaluation. Already at the stage of designing and planning the activities of a project, it can support 
some sort of ex-ante evaluation of the proposed activities, to ensure they will effectively reach 
their targets and objectives, and help designing a monitoring system – that is, deciding upon 
which information or data should be collected, when, by whom and for which purpose. It also 
appears to be crucial for designing meaningful evaluation questions, methods and tools and 
explaining causal relations between inputs/activities and outputs/outcomes and ultimately, 
impacts. With regards to the later justification, Mayne (2015) insists on the fact that “to 
understand how and if an intervention is working, we need to understand how the activities of the 
intervention are expected to lead to the desired results— both (a) the causal pathway from 
activities to outputs to a sequence of outcomes to impacts and (b) the causal assumptions 
showing why and under what conditions the various links in the causal pathway are expected to 
work” (Mayne, 2015: 121). To put it clearly, a logic model as the generic one below does not by 
itself constitutes a theory of change. But it specifies “the causal mechanisms (that) transforms 
a logic model into a theory of change.” Chen (2015). 
 
Fig. 2 Typical presentation of a logic model as a result chain 

 Inputs Activities Outputs Impacts Outcomes 

In terms of components, a theory of change usually refers to: 
a) project/program activities or inputs 
b) the intended outputs or outcomes 
c) the mechanisms through which the intended outcomes are achieved. 
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Another important term thus consists in the “assumptions” made about how the change process 
happens. These assumptions aim at “making explicit the interpretations of how change might 
happen” and are meant to be relevant to the context of implementation. They might consist in 
considerations about the beliefs or rationales of the stakeholders, hypothetical cause-effect 
relations or contextual organizational feature that might trigger intended changes. As pointed out 
by Mayne (2014: 128), project’s or program’s activities are rarely the sole cause of a result. Hence, 
by incorporating assumptions about intended or observed changes, as well as key external 
variables, a theory of change offers a broader understanding of the process at play. 
 
Fig. 3 Basic generic theory of change 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Based on United Nations Children’s Fund, Supplementary Program Note on the Theory of Change, Peer Review 
Group meeting, 11 March 2014, UNICEF, New York, 2014, p. 4. www.unicef.org/about/execboard/files/PRG-
overview_10Mar2014.pdf. 
 
Along with these aspects, which are the basic justification for elaborating a theory of change and 
grounding monitoring and evaluation into that theory, there are other reasons for taking such a 
step. In particular, especially if its design is collaborative, involving the main stakeholders 
interested to the implementation and success of the intervention, a theory of change helps 
building a shared understanding of the main components and objectives of a project, and of the 
way it should ideally work to produce its full impact. This is especially relevant for a project of 
such a complex nature and ambition as RESET. Indeed, partners are likely to demonstrate 
different degrees of understanding of the project at a first stage, depending on their previous 
experience of structural change and degree of gender knowledge. Additionally, due to the 
specificities of the call, a project such as RESET deploys two levels of implementation that only 
partially overlap: a project level, structured by work packages, deliverables and project’s 
milestones and a GEP level, structured by GEP activities and their respective timelines and 
monitoring mechanisms. Hence, collectively building a shared understanding of what is intended 
in terms of changes, of the mechanisms through which it should happen and of the impact it 
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should eventually achieve beyond the mere, static description of project’s activities and goals, 
can reveal key for the success of RESET. This shared understanding, translated into a common 
presentation of how the project is intended to work, deliver its activities and produce impact, can 
also reveal an important support for project’s communication, both internally (to stakeholders 
and beneficiaries) and externally (towards funders, peer organizations, policy makers or the 
general public), thus contributing by itself to a successful implementation. 
 

3.1.3 What is specific about structural change for gender equality? 

Now that we have illustrated why it is valuable to elaborate a theory of change to ground our 
monitoring and evaluation approach, it is important to highlight the specificities of implementing 
a project aimed at triggering structural changes to foster gender equality and integrate the gender 
dimension in research. While a project consisting in testing a new service or product will surely 
also entail behavioral and possibly organizational changes, those are likely to be only either 
facilitating factors or side-effects with regards to the core objective of the intervention. Instead, 
a project such as RESET, primarily aims at producing organizational and behavioral changes. 
Moreover, it has been widely noticed in the literature on gender mainstreaming, that those 
behavioral and organizational changes required by advancing gender equality are not neutral, but 
deeply affect social norms, organizational patterns, power distribution and cultural values 
(Lombardo, Meier and Verloo 2009). Evidencing gender biases can thus produce specific 
resistances which a process of change should also aim to address.  
 
Hence, the following statement made by Vogel (2012: 5) about the assumptions elaborated in a 
theory of change acquires an even greater validity in the context of a structural change project as 
RESET: “The quality of a theory of change process rests on ‘making assumptions explicit’ and 
making strategic thinking realistic and transparent. Practical experience highlights that this is not 
straightforward to do, as these tap into deeper beliefs, values, worldviews, operational ‘rules of 
thumb’ and analytical lenses that all individuals in development bring to their work. It takes time 
and dialogue to be able to challenge assumptions. Power relations, both in the program’s context 
and within organizations, limit the ability to challenge established ways of working”. The latter 
dimension - power relations -, is of crucial relevance in the case of structural changes aimed to 
advance gender equality, as planned activities should be partly directed to changing heavily 
gendered power relations within the organization. In the case of research and academic 
institutions, power relations are blurred by notions of merit, excellence and scientific objectivity, 
which makes necessary to deconstruct each of these notions to unravel the gender biases they 
contain (Marx Ferree and Zippel 2015, Van den Brink 2012), which strongly affect both the 
position of women within research and higher education organizations and the status of gender 
sensitive knowledge across disciplinary fields (Albenga, 2016). It remains that these 
organizations are structured by a number of statutory and symbolic hierarchies that need to be 
disentangled if ones intend to produce real organizational and behavioral changes. This aspect 
is of specific relevance to RESET, which overarching goal is precisely to redesign the notion of 
scientific excellence in the prospect of greater inclusiveness, as tackled under WP6. 
 
The now abundant literature on gendered institutions and how to mainstream gender equality in 
organizations, offer fundamental insights to put research and higher institutions in motion. Those 
point out the importance of addressing not only individuals, but also – and primarily – processes, 
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procedures, institutional settings, written and unwritten rules and established ways of doing 
things (EIGE 2013, Jacquot 2010). Another key input gained from these scholarships, is that 
changing institutions is fundamentally a political process, which requires a clear strategic framing 
at every step, evidenced-based arguments, the involvement of various stakeholders and 
occasionally to engage in power relations and institutional politics so as to secure allies, support 
and resources. A change theory adapted to the purpose of RESET, should thus encapsulate 
resources to better grasp institutional contexts, actors’ dynamics and key necessary steps to be 
taken and resources to be secured to produce expected outcomes and impact. 
 
Along with these generic specificities of gender mainstreaming and structural change 
implementation, EU-funded projects as RESET present fully specific features inherent to the way 
they have been devised and they are being assessed by the European Commission since the EU 
7th Framework Programme, which also deserve to be considered. Sciences Po identified a major 
challenge in monitoring and evaluating a project of this nature: although a Coordination and 
Support Action, these projects are assessed by the European Commission and its mandated 
external reviewers, through the same lens as the one applied to research-oriented projects. This 
applies to the typology of knowledge to be mobilized by partners, and to the typology of criteria 
applied to assess project’s performance and outreach (Forest and Mergaert 2015). 
 
Another ambivalence results from the fact that these projects are expected to lead involved 
universities, research performing and funding organizations to set up and implement GEPs. 
Therefore, a dichotomy usually exists, between the management and implementation structure 
of projects as such, and the management and implementation structure of the GEPs, which are 
core to the execution of these projects. This was evidenced in a comparative study 
commissioned by the European Institute of Gender Equality in 2016 as a preliminary step to 
designing GEAR online tool (EIGE 2015a, 2015b). It was also found that although setting a new 
quality standard for the implementation of gender equality strategy in RFOs and RPOs, EU-funded 
structural change projects had not yet constituted a full guarantee for GEPs to be endorsed and 
fully enforced in participating institutions. The new requirements introduced in latest calls under 
which GEP projects are funded, as well as the standards promoted by the EC for GEP content and 
process under new Horizon Europe requirements, can be read in light of those findings. 
 
Fig. 4 Mandatory GEP process requirements under Horizon Europe (2021) 
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To prevent this dichotomy already from the project design phase, Sciences Po made 
recommendations to ensure that RESET project’s milestones and deliverables would be framed 
as key elements ensuring the timely and sustainable execution of the project and the wise use of 
its resources. This intention is explicit in the WP structure of RESET, where WP1 to WP7 are 
directly aimed at supporting GEP design, implementation, and monitoring. The use – and 
appropriation by the partners, of the notion of theory of change, also responds to this necessity, 
as it encourages GEP implementing institutions always to prioritize the overarching goals of the 
project when delivering activities and planning actions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2. Process for elaborating a theory of change under RESET 
 
First applied to the SUPERA project, our M&E approach elaborating upon the notion of theory of 
change, has demonstrated its value for GEP implementing partners to design their pathways to 
change, considering their own organizational and domestic contexts. First mobilized during a 
Capacity-building session delivered 12 months after the project started, it was updated towards 
the mid of the project, to reflect changing conditions for the implementation of structural change. 
It was further assessed at partners’ level as part of the Interim Monitoring Report of the project.  

Fig.5 Updated impact pathway, University Complutense of Madrid, SUPERA project (April 2020) 

 
Source: courtesy of SUPERA UCM team 

But this process also evidenced the need for GEP implementing organizations, to build capacities 
for self-monitoring and evaluation as early as possible in a project. Therefore, for RESET, a first 

A few EU-funded GEP projects have already demonstrated the usefulness of a theory of 
change: GENOVATE’s Guidelines for Evaluating Gender Structural Change (Espinosa, Bustelo 
and Velasco, 2016), based on the continuous refinement of the project specific theory of 
change, provide useful inspiration and recommendations in relation to designing an 
evaluation approach, which pay a great deal of attention to the specificities of a “gender 
structural change” meant to transform institutions. Based on Tichy’s framework reinterpreted 
by Navarro (2007) and Mukhopadhyay et al. (2006), they embrace three key areas of change: 
ideas, structures, and people, underlying that institutional culture, organizational structure and 
individuals or groups interplay to produce (or oppose) change. This framework is used to 
focus on stakeholders’ engagement and to design evaluation questions addressing these 
dimensions. 
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step consisted in introducing the notion of theory of change prior to the submission of this 
deliverable, on the occasion of a capacity-building session targeted at project teams and Gender 
Equality Boards’ members on June 15th, 2021. 

Fig. 6 Impact pathway including external variables, presented to RESET partners (06.2021) 

 

This deliverable thus constitutes a second step in the process of developing and appropriate 
theory of change to support our monitoring and evaluation work. In order to build a valid theory 
of change adapted to the context(s) of implementation and objectives of a project, a participatory 
process is required. Partners will thus be invited as a third step, to elaborate from the 
components outlined in this document and the first insights gained through the capacity building 
session, focusing on the following issues: 

è The data and information required to draw upon a robust diagnosis of gender biases and 
inequalities at play 

è The key aspects of the functioning of their organization (how decisions are being actually 
taken, who are the key stakeholders, where are the potential bottlenecks or accelerating 
factors?) 

è What are their specific priorities, as they were put during the proposal phase or as they 
emerged from the extended diagnosis phase after the project’s start? 

è Their assumptions about how the change should happen in their own institution, provided 
points 1) and 2), and potential risks or facilitating factors 

This work will be coordinated by Sciences Po through bilateral online consultations over the 
months of September to November, to deliver refined, partner-specific theories of change based 
on a similar blueprint provided in section 3.3. A fourth step will consist in the collective validation 
of these partner-specific theories of change, summarizing key assumptions and pathways of 
change on the occasion of a RESET project meeting. A dedicated timeslot will be included to the 
program for that purpose.   
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The objective of this iterative process is to ground partners’ impact pathways into the knowledge 
of their own organizational settings to support (self-)monitoring and evaluation work. They will 
be tested over the first monitoring and evaluation round of RESET (M6-M24), thus informing the 
interim monitoring report submitted on M24 (December 2022). The latter deliverable will include 
an updated version of the theory of change of RESET, reflecting the pathways of change, external 
variables and potential resistances faced over the first half of project’s implementation, thus 
informing possible correction measures until its completion. Partners’ updated impact pathways 
will also be mobilized for the Final Evaluation report due on M48 (December 2024), supporting 
the analysis of how RESET actually delivered its outcomes and impact, identifying unintended 
(positive or negative) effects, strategies of adaptation as well as the most effective strategic 
framings used during the project. Along with continuous project monitoring, these two rounds of 
evaluation are intended to let GEP implementing partners enough time to a) design their GEPs 
and put them in motion, and b) implement a first set of GEP actions even if those are meant to 
continue after project ends. 
 

4. Proposed Monitoring & Evaluation plan 
 

4.1. Evaluation questions 
Before attempting to formulate core evaluation questions in relation to the above-sketched 
change theory, it is useful to introduce their role and how they should be ideally designed and 
which dimensions they are meant to address. Again, GENOVATE’s Guidelines for evaluating 
gender equality action plans provide relevant insights to that respect. At a general level, when it 
comes to evaluating the design of a GEP, evaluation questions should address how the plan 
tackles the different areas and dimensions of structural changes for gender equality. The 
evaluation of implementation should be guided by questions concerning processes of 
coordination, (human and financial resources’) management, stakeholders’ participation or 
communication. The evaluation of results should concentrate on the extent to which the GEP is 
contributing/has contributed to the changes in the different areas it covers. These basic 
questions, as formulated below, can be considered generic and only constitute a starting point. 
 
Tab. 1 Generic evaluation questions on GEP 
 

Evaluation focus Evaluation question 

Design To what extent does the GEP include specific actions related to the areas and 
dimensions of gender change? 

Implementation To what extent are GEP processes (coordination, management, communication, 
knowledge transfer, etc.) facilitating gender change in these specific areas and 
dimensions? 

Results To what extent is the GEP contributing to gender change in these areas and 
dimensions? 

Source: Evaluation focus and “inspiring” evaluation questions, in Espinosa, Bustelo, Velasco (2017: 25) 
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Evaluation questions need to be further contextualized, in accordance with the theory of change 
developed by the intervention, its context(s) of implementation but also the different areas of 
structural change as those identified by Navarro (2007) and Mukhopadhyay et al. (2006): Ideas, 
Stuctures and People. Fundamentally, their function is to determine what needs to be evaluated, 
and to trigger answers which contribute to explaining how change eventually happens. Since our 
monitoring and evaluation plan should integrate the two levels of implementation of the RESET 
project, that is the project/consortium level and the GEP level, our guiding evaluation questions 
should not solely focus on the latter but address these two dimensions. It should be reminded 
that the evaluation questions suggested hereafter should be only understood as a basis for 
further discussion and refinement, in line with the theories of change to be developed at partners’ 
level on the basis of the one outlined in this deliverable. 
 
Fig. 7 Dimensions to be evaluated 

Project / consortium level 
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Evaluation questions regarding  
project management and implementation 

 
ü Does the coordinator ensure fluent communication and workflow with partners? 

ü Are there mechanisms to prevent overload and promote sustainable workplans? 

ü Is it ensured that all project’s dimensions are properly addressed by partners? 

ü Have the project’s partners acquired a sufficient command of their responsibilities 
and assignments as part of RESET? 

ü Are risk management and problem resolution mechanisms functioning and helping 
to solve problems efficiently? 

ü Is there sufficient peer-learning and knowledge circulation among partners? 

ü Are quality control mechanisms being enforced and working efficiently? 

ü Are there sufficient human resources, knowledge and skills available in teams? 

ü Is the advisory board regularly and efficiently mobilized? 

ü Are the communication tools used by RESET adapted to the project’s needs? 

ü Is there an adequate level of interaction between the coordinator and the EC? 
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Evaluation questions regarding GEP co-design 
 
ü Is the design of the GEP based on an in-depth organizational gender analysis? (the 

mandatory in-depth analysis draws on sufficient data and knowledge) 

ü Is the GEP based on a clear, context specific strategic framing of issues at stake? 

ü Does the GEP design involve the contribution or consultation of key stakeholders? 

ü Is the GEP articulated with existing gender equality strategies or bodies? 

ü Is the (co-)design process sufficiently transparent? (information is communicated 
to relevant categories of stakeholders, such as social partners, student’s 
organizations and decision-making bodies of the organization) 

ü Does the GEP adequately cover the four areas of actions? 

ü Is it sufficiently holistic not only in terms of issue coverage, but also through 
addressing people and structures? 

ü Does the GEP consider intersecting inequalities and disadvantaged groups? 

ü Are the tasks’ responsibilities formulated and clearly ascribed? 

 

Evaluation questions regarding GEP implementation 
 
ü Does the GEP implementation relies upon sufficient stakeholders’ mobilization? 

ü Has the GEP been endorsed officially at the appropriate level of responsibility? 

ü Is it backed at the highest level of the organization? 

ü Has the GEP been made public and disseminated and do people know about it? 

ü Are the foreseen enforcement mechanisms working efficiently? 

ü Are the Gender Equality Boards and Co-design workshops serving their intended 
purposes? 

ü Are the targeted audiences being engaged with? 

ü Is it responsive to encountered resistances and windows of opportunity? 

ü Is the implementation process as holistic as intended in the GEP design? 

ü Does the GEP strive towards the sustainability of the most structural actions? 

ü Are there any specific external variable(s) serving or constraining GEP’s 
implementation and how are they addressed? 



   D.2.1 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan  
 
 
 
 
 

 

H2020 |RESET | 787829  27 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2 4.2. Methodological review  
 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation questions regarding results and impact 
 
ü Did the GEP contribute to integrate GE in strategic documents of the organization? 

ü Did the GEP contribute to mainstream GE objectives in decision-making? 

ü Did it contribute to mainstream GE objectives in recruitment/career management? 

ü Did the GEP contribute to mainstream gender-sensitive data collection? 

ü Has the GEP led to measurable changes in decision-making functions and bodies? 

ü Has the GEP led to greater gender balance in senior academic positions, especially 
in those fields where imbalanced were particularly salient? 

ü Has the GEP contributed to trigger attitudinal change towards gender equality? 

ü Did the GEP contribute to integrate the gender dimension in research and teaching? 

ü Has the GEP contributed to mainstream gender knowledge across disciplines? 

ü Did it support the institutionalization of gender equality policies? 

ü Are there specific actions of the GEP that have been uptaken elsewhere? 

 

Evaluation questions regarding project’s outputs and dissemination 

ü Does RESET actively communicate with sister projects? 

ü Does RESET engage with policy stakeholders at EU, national, sub-national levels? 

ü Does the project produce outputs – such as tools, guidelines or recommendations 
– which are relevant to other projects or interventions? 

ü Is there a proper communication and dissemination plan and is it holistic in terms 
of audiences and dissemination channels? 

ü Are partner institutions communicating efficiently about RESET outside their 
organizations, towards other RPOs and RFOs, professional associations, equality 
mechanisms, companies involved in research and innovation and other categories 
of stakeholders? 

ü Did RESET established contact and cooperation with non-EU organizations and 
does it have an international outreach? 

ü Have any of RESET’s outputs been uptaken by other organizations? 
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4.2 Methods and tools 
 
Prior to establishing the core components of our Monitoring and Evaluation plan and the 
timelines and milestones for their implementation, we will provide below a brief critical review of 
the main methodological instruments available to our evaluation approach, in line with the 
principles stated in section 1 of this deliverable. This review will help us to consolidate our 
methodology and select the most appropriate evaluation instruments to be further combined so 
as to test our theory of change through answering the evaluation questions outlined above. 
Obviously, it is not our purpose to carry out a comprehensive review, readily available in the 
extensive literature on the methodology of program evaluation (see, among others, Prosavac, 
2015 for the latest edition) and complemented by field specific methodological reviews and 
handbooks for policy or experimental evaluation. 
 
Indicators 

Indicators – both qualitative and quantitative – do not constitute a method of monitoring and 
evaluation, but a basic instrument inherent to M&E work. They can be informed by a variety of 
techniques of data collection as those outlined below. It is yet important to carefully design the 
set of indicators to be used, as those should help answering the evaluation questions posed at 
the start of the intervention.  Indicators are first required for monitoring the planning phase, with 
view to check that all required components of the project are in place – for instance, that GEP 
design appropriately cover the four areas of action of RESET.  
 
Performance indicators will be further used to monitor project and GEP implementation:  

è Quantitative indicators related to implementation will focus on volumes, such as the number 
of trainees in a session or participants in a co-design workshop, the overall number of activities 
carried out in respective areas of action, the level of interaction on an online platform or the 
number of people reached in each stakeholders’ categories.  
 

è Qualitative indicators will particularly target how activities are being carried out in terms of 
timing, preparation, communication, stakeholders’ involvement and with regards to their very 
objective. Qualitative indicators for implementation should inform whether the activities 
carried out as part of the project are reflecting its four core principles intended to tackle the 
main barriers of implementing GEPs in research organizations: cumulativeness; innovation; 
inclusiveness and sustainability. Qualitative indicators are also meant to focus on people’s 
experiences and perceptions. They are particularly important to measure attitudinal and 
organizational resistances or support to the project’s objectives.  

 
Provided the nature of RESET, performance indicators on project’s outcomes and impact, should 
primarily aim at measuring institutional change, for which both quantitative and qualitative 
indicators are required. As stated in section 2, due to the specificities of structural change and 
the fact that it usually takes more time than the one allowed by project’s funding, quantitative 
indicators should be used and selected wisely, so that they can capture key areas of change and 
document the achievement of RESET’s intermediate and longer terms goals, and a broader set of 
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qualitative indicators and data collection methods should be adopted, to understand how change 
happens, and how far it goes. 
Several typologies have been developed, to help projects’ stakeholders and evaluators to design 
meaningful indicators. Those relates both to the purpose of indicators, and to the process for 
their design and implementation, as shown on Tables 2 and 3 below. 
 
Tab. 2. SPICED indicators      Tab. 3. Typology of indicators 

 
 
Documentary analysis 

Document analysis can be used at any stage of the evaluation, but appears to be especially useful 
at an early stage, when the evaluator attempts to grasp basic contextual features of the 
intervention and at a later stage, when the intervention itself has led to the adoption or enactment 
of specific framework documents (an action plan, a strategy, a charter…) or when it has led to the 
review of pre-existing documents (a mission statement, a pluriannual strategy, an organization’s 
statute, a code of ethics…). According to Caulley (1983), the primary aim of a document analysis 
is to gather facts. Yet, as pointed out by Bowen (2009), analysed documents are interpreted by 
the researcher to give voice and meaning around an assessment topic, which makes it an 
especially valid instrument for policy analysis and evaluation.  
 
Documentary analysis involves the selection of facts from documents, which can be done with 
different degrees of sophistication, from formulating broad-based questions and hypotheses, to 
applying much more complex selection devices as coding. Analysing documents then 
incorporates coding content into themes similar to how focus group or interview transcripts are 
analysed (Bowen,2009). In the field of gender policy analysis, the most sophisticated 
methodological framework developed for document analysis is Critical Frame Analysis (CFA) 
designed for the comparative QUING project. Meant to be both analytical and evaluative, the 
project required a discursive approach, “to map and explain the similarities, differences and 
inconsistencies in gender+ equality policies in Europe, and second, to assess the quality of these 
policies”. The starting point of the research was that gender equality is a contested concept that 
can be filled with a variety of meanings that can be unfold through a systematic and critical frame 
analysis, applying a specific coding to analysed documents (Lombardo, Meier and Verloo 2009). 

Outputs indicators help you to monitor 
whether you are doing what you 
planned (outputs). For example, 
number of capacity building training 
organised, number of participants, etc. 
However, they do not give you an idea 
of the effects brought about by these 
outputs. 

Impact Indicators are indicators that 
measure the long-term impact of a 
project. For example, the increase 
proportion of women in decision-making 
positions, or the integration of a Gender+ 
approach considering other inequality 
factors in career management policies. 

Outcome Indicators measure the 
medium impacts of a project. For 
example, number of participants to a 
capacity building training seminar that 
are applying their new knowledge 

Process indicators are those indicators 
that are used to measure project 
processes or activities. For example, the 
number of people appointed in different 
department as gender focal persons. 
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While this methodology is resource-intensive, it can yet inform, through a delimited use, the 
understanding of discursive dynamics at play around GEP implementation7. 
In-depth individual interviews with key stakeholders/informants 

In-depth interviews are a qualitative research method indicated to explore the perspectives of a 
small number of key informants or stakeholders about a particular program, project or situation. 
They are useful to provide in-depth, first-hand information about the context of an intervention, 
contributing to a finer-grained picture. The information gathered through individual interview is 
much more detailed that what can be gathered through other data collection methods such as 
surveys or even focus groups. Yet, as pointed out for instance by Boyce and Neale (2006), in-
depth individual interviews are prone to bias. Those can be of different nature, reflecting for 
instance the involvement or position of the respondent in the evaluated intervention, personal 
values or a hierarchy between different categories of knowledge. Albenga (2016) highlighted that 
the gender knowledge demonstrated by researchers carrying out interviews as part of structural 
change projects, was often dismissed by respondents granted with a different scholarly capital. 
It is thus important to control for such bias through carefully designing the framework and 
questionnaire of the interview, as well as through a control-check of the information received via 
alternative sources such as policy documents, databases or surveys. Besides, interviews are 
necessarily time and resource intensive, as they require from the evaluator specific skills to 
conduct, transcribe and analyse each interview, possibly onsite, without providing sufficient 
grounds for generalizations due to very limited samples. 
 
Focus groups 

Powell et al. define a focus group as “a group of individuals selected and assembled by 
researchers to discuss and comment on, from personal experience, the topic that is the subject 
of the research” (1996: 499). Yet, the emphasis is not laid on answers to questions posed by the 
researcher(s), but on interaction within the group, based on topics prompted by the researcher. It 
is thus distinctive of focus groups, to provide data and insights gained through participants’ 
interactions. To achieve their goals, focus groups require careful preparation, including the 
adequate selection of participants in terms of knowledge, diversity of perspectives, gender 
balance and relation to the program or intervention. Predetermined research questions should be 
explored, following a tailored interview guide so as to trigger an appropriate level of interaction 
directly relevant to the evaluation. More specifically, Gibbs (1997) underlines that “the main 
purpose of focus group research is to draw upon respondents’ attitudes, feelings, beliefs, 
experiences and reactions in a way in which would not be feasible using other methods, for 
example observation, one-to-one interviewing, or questionnaire surveys (..). Compared to 
individual interviews, which aim to obtain individual attitudes, beliefs and feelings, focus groups 
elicit a multiplicity of views and emotional processes within a group context”. Focus group 
therefore require specific skills from the evaluator, grounded in social research, and careful 
preparation. Within the frame of RESET, they can be held during onsite visits at implementing 
RFOs and RPOs, as well as during project meetings with core teams and/or advisory committee 
members, with view to document for instance encountered resistances and difficulties during 
GEPs’ and project’s implementation, as well as strategic framing, the degree of knowledge about 

 
7 Sciences Po is experienced in applying CFA. For its application to a structural change project, see: Albenga, 2016.  
 



   D.2.1 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan  
 
 
 
 
 

 

H2020 |RESET | 787829  31 

a GEP among specific categories of stakeholders, etc. Their result, however, can hardly be 
generalized as it results somehow from an artificially created situation of interaction (Espinosa, 
Bustelo and Velasco, 2017: 45) 
Participatory workshops 

Along with focus group, it exists a variety of other participatory formats such as world café, 
workshops based on social and interaction design or Group Model Building (GMB) that can also 
be mobilized for the purpose of program or policy evaluation. Also relying on group dynamics, 
they do not necessarily require to be led by researchers and often mobilize non-academic 
participatory techniques. Workshops based on social design, for instance, are derived from the 
sequences and principles applied to product and service design. Their objective is often to help 
diagnosing a situation of departure (a service, a policy) which is not working well, and to design 
collectively potential solutions and improvements from a user-centered, experience-based 
perspective. These techniques are increasingly used in policy design and evaluation, as they are 
thought to be efficient, offering the possibility to describe and analyse the initial situation, to co-
design potential solutions, to prototype and pilot-test it over a relatively short period of time and 
without investing much resources (see: Forest, Bastard and Denis, 2015). Although their use for 
program evaluation is not consolidated yet, they could nonetheless be punctually mobilized for 
RESET, due to the expertise shared by the evaluator and WP4 leader in mobilizing such 
techniques. Other techniques serve more specifically the purpose of reaching a common 
consensus or understanding of differences, as Group Model Building. Its application to gender 
equality interventions has been theoretically and methodologically grounded by Bleijenbergh, 
Benshop and Vennix (2008) and tested within the frame of the STAGES, GARCIA and EGERA 
projects. Based on system dynamics, GMB is presented as especially applicable to “messy” 
problem situations for the resolution of which the creation of consensus and commitment is 
crucial. GMB can be a valuable, but demanding tool as part of responsive program evaluation. 
 
Surveys 

Large surveys are the most widely used quantitative-based method in program evaluation. 
Surveys enable to collect statistically significant data about key aspects of the evaluated 
intervention. They can be used as a simple monitoring instruments, to document the participation 
of stakeholders to program’s activities, their knowledge about the intervention, or to measure 
attitudinal change over time. They can also serve to document and analyse the situation of 
departure with regards to gender bias and imbalances in a given organization (diagnoses) or the 
positions of relevant categories of stakeholders with regards to potential solutions (prognoses). 
They are usually resource intensive as they require the participation of several competent 
researchers for their design, implementation and analysis, the access to a large survey sample 
and to appropriate communication channels, as well as a specific attention to a number of 
potential bias likely to undermine the robustness of the survey, hence its usefulness for 
monitoring and evaluation. As they are involving a high number of respondents and processing a 
considerable amount of data, surveys are also entailing issues with regards to data protection. 
This is notably the case for surveys covering issues and data related to sex and gender identity, 
inequalities and discrimination. For these reasons, their use for the purpose of M&E should be 
targeted and delimited, their design should involve several partners and different categories of 
stakeholders so as to anticipate potential bias and implementation-related problems. Ethical and 
data protection issues should be also properly addressed at every stage of the design and 
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implementation processes. In the case of structural change projects, surveys were for instance 
used in EGERA, to monitor the patterns of gender equality culture in partner institutions, with 
significant differences in terms of outreach in respective partner organizations. 
Evaluation questionnaires 

Any evaluation work usually entails the use of questionnaires to monitor and evaluate specific 
activities such as project’s meetings, interactive workshops, conferences, trainings or 
awareness-rising sessions. Questionnaires can be submitted to participants ex-ante, to check 
their degree of knowledge and familiarity with the subject and/or the methodology, their 
readiness to engage in the interaction, their expectations and potential fears, etc.; ex-post, they 
will serve to measure their satisfaction or discontent with the proposed concepts and methods, 
the degree and quality of the interaction, as well as to provide first evidences of attitudinal change 
and insights for further improvements. It should be noticed that their results are often used to 
produce data pretending to some sort of statistical significance it does not have, which can reveal 
misleading. Evaluation questionnaires should instead be considered as a mere control-check and 
informative instruments, serving as a basis to elaborate more thorough evaluation instruments 
as individual interviews or focus groups. 
 
Experimental evaluation 

Sciences Po evaluation team is hosted at the OFCE, a research unit primarily devoted to research 
in economics, with a strong specialization on policy evaluation in the fields of social cohesion, 
employment, tax and environmental policies. This background informs us about the evolutions in 
the field, where experimental economics has gained increasing relevance since the early 2000s, 
to the point that it can nowadays be considered dominant among economists. Based on a critique 
of both economic models based on pure theoretical speculations, and of economic analysis of 
existing policies or market structures and dynamics, it postulates that any intervention in the 
functioning of world’s economies should first pass the test of scientific experimentation. It thus 
consists in the use of controlled, scientifically designed experiments to test theoretical 
predictions regarding the behaviors of economic agents. Applied to policy or program evaluation, 
experiments can consist in measuring the impact of an intervention by controlling other 
intervening variables through a valid counterfactual (for instance, a similar group or unit to which 
the intervention has not been applied), to assess the actual outcomes of the program or policy 
(for applications to gender, see for instance Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007; Azmat and 
Petrongolo, 2014, Nelson, 2015). Although it can provide key insights for understanding structural 
change, experimental evaluation derived from experimental economics is not immune to gender 
and other bias. It is also criticized for “inventing” allegedly “pure” laboratory-style experiment of 
which findings are hardly generalizable as they are very much dependent on the conditions of the 
experiment. It remains that econometrics as well as experimental evaluation can, under certain 
circumstances, usefully fuel our methodological design.  

With regards to econometrics, which unlike experimental economics, requires the access to vast 
bodies of data, pioneering works have been carried out under the EGERA project by Anne Boring 
(2017, 2021), to measure gender bias in professors’ evaluation by students or in the patterns of 
students’ international mobility preferences, and the impact of mitigating measures. Further 
tested over the last year of the SUPERA project (2021-2022), the use of evaluation experiments 
will be expanded for RESET, for which a specific task (2.5) has been foreseen in the Grant 
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Agreement, specific resources have been planned, and experiments-focused GDPR provisions 
have been included to the project Data management plan.  

Evaluation experiments are the most innovative component of RESET M&E plan. As there is a 
growing demand for data-driven policy design and evaluation, not only gender equality policies 
do not make an exception, but those are especially likely to trigger such demands, as searching 
for evidence of gender bias and inequalities often amounts to a form of organizational (or 
individual resistances). Whereas there is a point not to fall in the “data trap”, which would consist 
in requiring gender equality policy efforts to draw upon a more robust body of evidence than any 
other policy area, providing quality data and solid evidence elaborating on control experiments 
can certainly contribute to lowering such resistances while informing quality policy design. The 
considerable scholarly and non-scholarly interest8 triggered by the first evaluation experiments 
carried out by Sciences Po in this field, indicate that such evaluation protocols can help expanding 
awareness on gender bias in the academia. Evaluation experiments will be summarized in a 
specific deliverable (D.2.4), submitted on M38. 

 

4.3. Core components and timelines of execution 
The main building blocks and timelines of the M&E of RESET are stated in the G.A of the project 
and detailed in 6 tasks and 5 deliverables. Below developments provide further information about 
these components and how they will be articulated, as well as to precise intermediate internal 
reports (not delivered to the EC) and timelines of execution.  

As a reminder, the G.A agreement of RESET consigns six tasks with regards to M&E. Three of 
these tasks will run for most of the project (2.2, 2.4, 2.5), thus requiring further inputs to provide 
a clear overview of M&E, while two (2.1 and 2.3) will last for about half a year, partly overlap and 
cover roughly the first year of the project. The core components of each task and their respective 
timelines are summarized below. 
 
Task 2.1 Design and the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (M1-M6) - COMPLETED 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation plan, including a methodological review and a framework for 
developing RESET theory of change (Sciences Po), M6 (June, 2021).  
 
Process or method:  

Plan developed by Sciences Po based on the insights of the SUPERA project, updated to integrate 
lessons learnt, address the specifics of RESET, and the capacity-building needs identified during 
the first M&E capacity building session delivered by Sciences Po in June 2021. 
 
Next steps:  

ü Operationalization and further enhancement of the M&E plan by Sciences Po (M7-48) 

ü Implementing partners to develop their contextualized project’s impact pathways (M7-12) 

 
8 See for instance the paper by Boring, Ottoboni and Stark (2016), viewed over 80,000 times on Sciences Open or its 
sequels in, among many other media outlet, Time Higher Education. 
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Task 2.2 Building indicators for the operationalization of GEPs (M4-M46) - ONGOING 
 
A set of SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Timely) and SPICED (see Table 
2) qualitative and quantitative indicators for the assessment of the operationalisation of GEPs is 
to be developed and proposed to RESET partners.  
 
Foreseen indicators include (but will not be limited to):  

o The degree of stakeholders’ involvement in the co-design and implementation of GEPs 
o The availability of resources (in terms of staff, knowledge and time) 
o The mechanisms adopted to ensure accountability towards set objectives 
o The support from top leadership to implemented actions 
o Their impact on organizational culture and daily routines. I 
 

Process or method:  
 
To be initially included in D2.2 - Checklist for GEP Monitoring and Evaluation, to be submitted on 
M12 (December, 2021), a first set of evaluation questions and potential indicators, elaborated for 
the SUPERA project, has been annexed to this Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (See: Addendum). 
This will allow RESET partners to build ownership over the proposed indicators and have them 
ready to inform the GEP design process, and to Sciences Po to collect their feedback to enrich 
and update the checklist to be submitted on M12 based on their needs. 
 
Next steps:  

ü Sciences Po to support implementing partners in the co-design of their GEPs-specific 
indicators. From the perspective of formative valuation, it will also further equip partners with key 
capabilities to implement structural change and operationalize the set of indicators built under 
Task 2.2. This will entail the delivery of at least two more thematic M&E workshops at RESET 
project meetings (M7-M18) 

ü Partners to elaborate their own GEP-specific sets of indicators (M4-M18) 
 
As underlined in the G.A, this task will also consider the hindering factors to implementation and 
the responsiveness of GEPs to encountered resistances. 
 
Task 2.3 GEPs design assessment (M10-M18) – NOT STARTED YET 

Sciences Po will thoroughly assess the GEPs drafted under WP1 and the co-design process 
through which they were elaborated, prior to their official endorsement. The aspects covered by 
this assessment will include: 

o The degree of stakeholders’ participation and the mobilization of supporting data (WP3)  
o The adequacy of the objectives to identified challenges 
o The internal (articulation between the general & specific objectives and the actions engaged 

in each GEP), and external coherence (relationship with EU and domestic gender equality 
policies, and articulation with relevant intra-institutional policies) of the GEPs 

o The innovativeness of the planned actions.  
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In addition, specific attention will be paid to:  

o The inclusion of an intersectional perspective 
o The actions aimed at mainstreaming an inclusive definition of merit and excellence in 

relation to WP6 
o The balance of short, mid- and long-term actions and d) between actions aimed at raising 

awareness, building capacities, fixing numbers and fixing institutions.  
 
Process or method: 
 
For this assessment, the analysis of the GEP-related documents submitted by RESET partners, 
will be contrasted with the information collected during: a) thematic bilateral M&E (online) 
meetings; b) WP1- and WP2- dedicated time slots during project meetings and c) interviews 
and/or focus groups carried out during onsite visits. 
 
 
Next steps: 
 
ü Sciences Po to deliver second round of bilateral M&E online meetings (M10-11) 

ü Implementing partners to submit their GEP drafts (M10-M18) 

ü Sciences Po to provide timely and thorough GEP reviews (M10-M18) 

Task 2.4: Continuous GEP implementation monitoring (M18-48) – NOT STARTED YET 

The implementation of each GEP will be continuously monitored from its official endorsement to 
the final stage of RESET. Specific attention will be devoted to: 
 
o Supporting partners in identifying and adapting to their respective windows of opportunities 

for institutional change 

o Partners to adopt an intersectional focus in the implementation of GEP actions and activities 

o Partners to monitor both GEP process and performance through informing GEP indicators 

o Partners to anticipate GEP implementation risks and adopt mitigation measures 

o Ensuring the sustainability of GEP actions in terms of available resources and skills, leadership 
commitment and institutionalization 

 
In the last phase of the project, the direct outcomes of the project and of each plan will be 
identified at the level of the participating organizations, assessing the observed outcomes 
compared with the initial objectives while considering the resources available (efficiency). The 
findings of this assessment will be summarized in a final evaluation report, in which the 
sustainability of project’s results sustainability will be given specific attention. 
 
Process or method: 
 
This monitoring will be based on the regular updates provided by implementing partners during 
the sessions devoted specifically to WP1 and WP2 at project meetings and through their 
contribution to the technical interim report.  
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This information will be complemented by:  

o The data harvested under WP3 for the purpose of partner’s self-monitoring and assessment 

o The first-hand information gained through the onsite visits carried out by the M&E team at 
each implementing partner and the regular online bilateral M&E meetings.  

 
Next steps: 
 
ü The monitoring process to be launched from the official endorsement of each GEP 

ü Sciences Po to dedicate onsite visits to the assessment of GEP implementation 

ü Recommendations for enhancing GEP’s implementation and sustainability to be delivered in 
the Interim Monitoring Report (D2.3) and the Final Evaluation Report (D2.5), on M24 and 46. 

 
Task 2.5: Experimental evaluation (M12-M38) – NOT STARTED YET 

Sciences Po team will elaborate on pilot experiences led under the EGERA (2013-2017) and 
SUPERA (2018-2022) projects, to mobilize data-based experimental evaluation to assess the 
impact of relevant GEP actions. Experimental evaluation can be mobilized either to inform the 
design of data-driven GEP actions or to monitor the impact of those already implemented through 
controlled experiments contrasting for instance the performance or attitudes of different sample 
groups towards achieving gender equality, depending on their participation/exposure to a certain 
activity or communication. 
 
Process or method: 

Experiments will be selected with GEP implementing partners based on the following criteria: 

ü Data availability and user-friendliness (the data set should already exist and structured in 
such a way that is can be used for the purpose of the experiment) 

ü Relevance to the project’s overarching objectives (the data should inform the design, 
implementation or evaluation of a GEP action)  

ü Respect of local and project’s GDPR provisions and agreement between Sciences Po and the 
implementing partners concerning the condition of access to and use of the data set 

 

Next steps: 

ü Experiments will be carried out over years 2 and 3 of RESET, in coordination with WP3 and 
strict data management rules will apply. 

ü A summary report of the findings of these experiments (D2.4) will be compiled on M38). 
 

Task 2.6: M&E of management and activities at consortium level (M1-M48) – ONGOING 
 
As consortium-level activities are key to support partners in effectively designing and 
implementing their GEPs, management procedures and decision-making processes in the 
consortium will be monitored, as well as the dissemination strategies of the project. An Interim 
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monitoring report (D2.3) will communicate the progress achieved until the end of the second year 
of the project. It will contain specific instruments for evaluating the embeddedness of GEPs in 
the longer term. In the last phase of RESET, the direct outcomes of each plan will be identified at 
the level of the participating organisations, assessing the observed outcomes compared with the 
initial objectives while considering the resources available (efficiency). The findings of this 
assessment will be summarised in a Final evaluation report (D2.5), in which the sustainability of 
the project's outcomes and impact sustainability will be given specific attention. 
 
Process or method: 
 
Sciences Po will actively participate to all major project meetings, and brief online exit 
questionnaires will be developed, to be submitted after major project meeting or joint activities. 
Those will assess the satisfaction of participants with regards to: a) organizational aspects; b) 
Content (knowledge transfer, usefulness with regards to GEP implementation and the degree of 
command over the project) and c) interactions. The information collected through exit 
questionnaires will be thoroughly analyzed and compiled in the Interim Monitoring Report and the 
Final Evaluation Report on M24 and M48. 
 
Sciences Po will carry out periodic thematic bilateral online meetings with the coordinator and 
each WP leader, to identify potential flaws or risks in terms of project management and delivery, 
and propose mitigation measures, and report about task 2.6 at each consortium and follow-up 
meeting. This task will also be informed by partners’ contributions to interim technical reports. 
 
Next steps: 
 

ü Sciences Po provided first recommendations on project management at RESET consortium 
meeting, held on June 9th, 2021. Those primarily focused on highlighting good practices for 
the sustainability of the project, and further enhancing cross-WPs coordination, notably to 
facilitate M&E. 
 

ü The Interim Monitoring Report will include specific recommendations with regard to 
management, decision-making, risk management, problem resolution and quality assurance 
processes, both at the level of the consortium and at partner’s level. 
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Annex I. EES Evaluation Capabilities Framework 

The EES framework refers to three key categories of capabilities: 
 

- Evaluation knowledge entails the comprehension of evaluation approaches, models and 
theories and their implications with respect to evaluation design, purposes, practices and 
methods. 

- Professional practice refers to the sound technical principles adopted by the evaluator(s) but 
also to the communications and interpersonal skills required to design and implement the 
evaluation. 

- Dispositions and attitudes refer to more personal skills enabling evaluator(s) to operate also 
in adverse environments, as well as to robust ethical principles in conducting their work.  
 

I. Evaluation knowledge 
 
I.1 Appreciates the distinctive role played by evaluation in society  
I.1.I Exhibits familiarity with evaluation theories, schools and approaches  
I.1.2 Shows awareness of evaluation history and trends 
I.1.3 Appreciates the linkages between evaluation and the social sciences  
I.14 Understands program theory and its implications for evaluation  
I.15 Aims at evaluation independence and excellence in all contexts  
 
I.2 Masters the antecedents of evaluation quality  
I.2.1 Uses appropriate evaluation concepts and correct evaluation terms  
I.2.2 Displays a capacity to identify relevant evaluation questions 
I.2.3 Knows how to engage constructively with all stakeholders 
I.2.4 Comprehends the value of diverse evaluation approaches  
I.2.5 Adapts evaluation designs and methods to specific contexts  

I.3 Understands the potential and limits of evaluation instruments and tools  
I.3.1 Data collection and analysis 
I.3.2 Experimental and quasi experimental methods  
I.3.3 Qualitative, participatory and mixed methods  
I.3.4 Case studies, surveys, interviews, expert panels  
I.3.5 Indicators, rating and monitoring systems  

II. Professional practice  

II.1 Demonstrates capacity to manage and deliver evaluations  
II.1.1 Responds to legitimate stakeholders’ needs and concerns 
II.1.2 Assesses the evaluation context and identifies the program logic  
II.1.3 Manages resources and skills prudently so as to achieve results  
II.1.4 Gathers, uses and interprets evidence with care and judgment  
II.1.5 Reports fairly and encourages effective use of evaluation results  
 
II.2 Displays interpersonal skills  
II.2.1 Writes fluently and communicates clearly 
II.2.2 Values teamwork and leads by example 
II.2.3 Uses sound negotiating and conflict resolution skills  
II.2.4 Demonstrates gender awareness and cultural sensitivity  
II.2.5 Nurtures professional relationships  
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III. Dispositions and attitudes  

III.1 Upholds ethical standards and democratic values in the conduct of evaluations 
III.2 Reaches out to clients and stakeholders 
III.3 Evinces independence of mind and appearance  
III.4 Displays self-awareness and pursues continuous professional development  
III.5 Contributes to the evaluation community  
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Annex II. Checklist for GEP design and implementation 
 
The checklist below has been developed for the M&E of the SUPERA project. It thus provides a 
relevant benchmark element for RESET to build capacities for (self) Monitoring and Evaluation at 
an early stage of project implementation. It will be further enriched and fine-tuned over the next 
six months from the submission of the present deliverable, and its updated version will be 
submitted by M12 (December, 2021) as a stand-alone deliverable. 
 
Why a checklist? 
 
Purpose (and limitations) of checklists for action 

Checklists have become a popular tool to support the implementation of plans or strategies in a 
number of domains. Yet, this popularity partly results from a misconception about their usage: 
for the crew of an aircraft, a checklist is not meant to replace the necessary knowledge about 
avionics, mechanics and safety procedures, but to offer practical guidance and a support for 
mobilizing such knowledge at key moments such as prior to take off. Similarly, for a team in 
charge of driving changes in a complex organization, no checklist can possibly be substituted to 
the knowledge about this organization gathered by the team members – for instance through a 
baseline assessment, nor it can replace careful planning, self-reflexivity and learning collectively 
from experience along the journey.  

Confronted with the challenge of auditing and transforming large organizations such as 
universities, research institutions and funding agencies, involved stakeholders are often much in 
demands of ready-made instructions or manuals to undertake this endeavor. This is particularly 
the case when those challenges are to be faced with limited resources or gender expertise, and 
largely explains why guidelines, toolkits and checklists are being developed in practically all EU-
funded initiatives in this realm, and why such tools constitute a significant portion of the good 
practices collected in resource instruments such as the GEAR tool developed by EIGE9. 

Beyond this particular context, checklists are also relatively commonplace in program evaluation, 
where they are designed to support quality monitoring and evaluation (see, for instance, Scriven, 
2013; Sufflebeam, 2004 and 2007). Taking this into account, the purpose of the checklist 
presented in this deliverable is limited to the following aspects: 

- To offer a brief digest of the most widely shared criteria for the setting up and 
implementation of a GEP in research and the academia 

- To provide guidance with regards to the fundamental resources to be mobilized for a 
successful GEP implementation 

- To offer practical recommendations with respect to key aspects such as securing top-
leadership support, involving stakeholders and building indicators for the monitoring of 
planned measures 

- To highlight the necessity to plan and implement actions in a sustainable way, with view to 
impact organizations as they actually work, through daily routines, ways of doing things and 
existing procedures or schemes. 

 
9 https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gear 
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Hence, it is not a step-by-step guide for GEP design and implementation, as it is acknowledged 
that institutional and organizational contexts matter and that setting-up and carrying out a GEP 
should always be framed according to local existing regulations, needs, practices, available 
resources and, most important, windows of opportunity for change. Additionally, such step-by-
step guides already exist (see, for instance, EIGE toolkit and GENOVATE, from which it is possible 
to draw inspiration useful for tailor-made action. It is not either and for the very same reasons, a 
vademecum of actions to be potentially implemented. 
 
Purpose of a checklist for GEP implementation as part of RESET 

This checklist is conceived as a tool for the monitoring of GEP design and implementation and 
the formative evaluation of RESET. By definition, a formative evaluation is two-dimensional, as it 
focuses both on implementation (how the project is being conducted, in relation to planned 
activities, milestones and outputs), and progress towards set objectives, the logics being that the 
former conditions the latter. Progress evaluation requires to collect data allowing to benchmark 
participants progress towards set objectives, but also information about the factors of success 
or hindrance for achieving these objectives, as well as regarding the impact of carried out 
activities. This checklist focuses on the second pillar of a formative evaluation (self-assessment 
and monitoring to improve the program) and is meant to inform the design and implementation 
of the GEP at partners’ level, but also to allow for collecting relevant information on partners’ 
performance in achieving their own targets in terms of audience, participation and pursued 
institutional changes as part of GEP implementation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Evaluation questions regarding GEP design 
 
ü Is the design of the GEP based on an in-depth organizational gender analysis? (the 

mandatory in-depth analysis draws on sufficient data and knowledge) 

ü Is the GEP based on a clear, context specific strategic framing of issues at stake? 

ü Does the GEP design involve the contribution or consultation of key stakeholders? 

ü Is the GEP articulated with existing gender equality strategies or bodies? 

ü Is the design process sufficiently transparent? (information is communicated to 
relevant categories of stakeholders, such as social partners, student’s organizations 
and decision-making bodies of the organization) 

ü Does the GEP adequately cover the four areas of actions? 

ü Is it sufficiently holistic not only in terms of issue coverage, but also through 
addressing people and structures? 

ü Does the GEP consider intersecting inequalities and disadvantaged groups? 

ü Are the tasks’ responsibilities formulated and clearly ascribed? 
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Review of available checklists  
 

Checklists are likely to be developed for any sort of project aiming at triggering changes in a given 
organization. More specifically, they have been designed as part of EU-funded initiatives 
supporting structural changes for gender equality and integrating a gender perspective in 
research and the academia through the mean of GEPs. In these particular projects, checklists 
have been included to broader capacity building instruments, such as toolkits and guidelines for 
GEP implementation, some of which are collected in EIGE’s Gender in Academia and Research 
(GEAR) online tool. The overarching objective of these tools is similar, although their purpose is 
of different ranges: providing practical support to RPOs and RFOs undertaking a process of 
change towards greater gender equality and inclusiveness. 

To achieve this objective, guidelines usually provide step-by-step, process-related 
recommendations as well as examples of actions that can be implemented to address a number 
of issues related to structural change. Checklists are then either annexed, as a merely practical 
instrument referring to the broader information contained in the guidelines, or subsumed in the 
latter, as for instance in the Contextualised Guidelines for Universities and Research 
Organisations10 developed under GENOVATE, where the overall content of the document refers 
to a limited number of items to be taken into account for GEP implementation, thus to be 
assimilated to a checklist. Toolkits, instead, typically combine step-by-step guidelines covering 
the life cycle of a GEP, from its design and planning to its ex-post evaluation, with additional, issue 

 
10 http://www.genovate.eu/resources/contextualised-guidelines/ 

Evaluation questions regarding GEP implementation 
 
ü Does the GEP implementation relies upon sufficient stakeholders’ mobilization? 

ü Has the GEP been endorsed officially at the appropriate level of responsibility? 

ü Is it backed at the highest level of the organization? 

ü Has the GEP been made public and disseminated and do people know about it? 

ü Are the foreseen enforcement mechanisms working efficiently? 

ü Are the Gender Equality Boards and Co-design workshops serving their intended 
purposes? 

ü Are the targeted audiences being engaged with? 

ü Is it responsive to encountered resistances and windows of opportunity? 

ü Is the implementation process as holistic as intended in the GEP design? 

ü Does the GEP strive towards the sustainability of the most structural actions? 

ü Are there any specific external variable(s) serving or constraining GEP’s implementation 
and how are they addressed? 
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specific resources offering inspiration to design actions addressing particular aspects of 
structural change, as well as to tackle individual and organizational resistances. Such toolkits 
have been developed for instance under INTEGER11 and EGERA 12projects and might also include 
references to good practices databases13. 
 

GEAR steps and impact drivers 

Arguably, one of the most comprehensive checklists developed so far in relation to GEP planning, 
design, implementation and evaluation in research and the academia, are those annexed to the 
six steps approach defined in EIGE GEAR action toolbox14. 
 
Based on an extensive review of initiatives, programs and policies led across the EU with the 
objective of transforming research performing organizations and universities towards greater 
gender equality and gender sensitivity (EIGE, 2016a, 2016b) GEAR addresses structural change 
through the mean of transformative Gender Equality Plans as a process following six steps. 
 

è Step 1: Getting started  

è Step 2: Assessing the state of the play in the institution  

è Step 3: Setting-up a GEP  

è Step 4: Implementing a GEP  

è Step 5: Monitoring progress and evaluating a GEP  

è Step 6: What comes after a GEP?  

For each step, a series of pre-requisite jointly constitute a rather comprehensive checklist 
covering all stages of the life cycle of a plan, from planning (step 1 & 2) and design (step 3), 
implementation (step 4), to evaluation (step 5), while step 6 addresses the issue of sustainability 
of implemented measures. Whereas the full description of each step is available p.17-29 of the 
GEAR toolbox, pre-requisites are summarized hereafter in form of a checklist. 

è Step 1: Getting started  

ü Understand the context with regards to aspects such as size, structure, governance, 
history (also in terms of implementing GE policies), organizational culture… 

ü Find support through a mapping of available (gender) expertise, potential allies, funding 
opportunities and alliances to be built beyond the institution 

ü Understand the Gender mainstreaming cycle, also gathering knowledge about the 
methods attached to each stage of the cycle, as shown in the fig. below: 

 
11 http://integer-tools-for-action.eu 
12 https://www.egera.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Deliverables/D.7.5_Structural_ChangeToolkit.pdf 
13https://www.egera.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Deliverables/D64_Database_of_selected_good_practices_for_gender
_sensitive_research_81604.pdf 
14 https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gear/action-toolbox 
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Fig. 8 Gender Mainstreaming cycle 

 
Source: GEAR toolbox, p. 18 

è Step 2: Assessing the state of the play in the institution  

ü Review relevant legislation and policies national level (and sub-national, where 
appropriate), as those can offer support to designing and implementing a GEP. 

ü Gather and analyze sex-disaggregated data about staff and students 

ü Identifying existing measures to promote gender equality at the level of the 
organization itself. 

è Step 3: Setting-up a GEP  

ü Promote the participation of actors of all levels when defining GEP measures/actions 

ü Draw inspiration from measures implemented in other organizations or contexts 

ü Define SMART objectives and measures for the GEP, that is measures which are: 

- Specific 

- Measurable 

- Attainable 

- Realistic 

- Time-related 

ü Identify and use existing resources 
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è Step 4: Implementing a GEP  

ü Be accountable and create accountability to the plan, planning regular information and 
dissemination activities with relevant stakeholders to inform them about implemented 
actions, enhance motivation and maximizing impact of actions 

ü Give visibility to the GEP by tailoring communication messages for all categories of 
stakeholders and users, reporting about actions and progresses and communicating 
beyond the institution. 

ü Be aware that further adjustments will be needed to adapt to reality and to unplanned 
needs or problems 

ü  
è Step 5: Monitoring progress and evaluating a GEP  

ü Consider monitoring and evaluation and integral part of the change process 

ü Use the baseline assessment as a tool for ex-ante evaluation in order to accurately 
measure the impact of implemented measures 

ü Monitor implementation to provide assistance where necessary and ensure that lessons 
are learnt and can further improve GEP implementation 

ü Consider monitoring and evaluation as key instruments for sustainability 

è Step 6: What comes after a GEP?  

ü Take into consideration the lessons from previous experience(s) 

ü Benchmark what other organizations have done or are currently doing 

ü Continue to engage (new) stakeholders 

ü Think about how to make your measures sustainable 
 
The checklist attached to each of the six steps is complemented by “impact drivers” defined at 
the organizational level and at the process level. Those also contribute to set the stage for 
effective structural change through GEP design and implementation, by defining some sort of 
basic requirements for success. They are nonetheless more dynamic than the standard 
prerequisites, resources or actions to be undertaken, which are usually listed in a checklist. 

 

At organizational level: 
 

è Explicit and clearly communicated support from senior management level, for greater 
legitimacy of implemented actions 

è A Gender equality body located at the appropriate level, responsible for the gender 
mainstreaming strategy and equipped with sufficient resources and expertise 
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è Sex-disaggregated data availability, for evidence-based GEP design and follow-up 
è Fostering cooperation between different categories of stakeholders 
è Embedding into existing structures and management procedures, to ensure the 

sustainability of pursued changes 
 
At process level: 
 
è Stakeholders’ participation in planning and implementation, to ensure that a diversity of 

experiences is taken on board, and to create ownership 
è Setting clear targets and objectives for each area of action and planned measures, in 

order to assess failures and successes, with clearly ascribed responsibilities for their 
attainment 

è Flexibility and resilience, to adapt to experience and tackle potential resistances 
è Competence development, so as to transfer and enhance knowledge for the greatest 

possible number of stakeholders 
è Monitoring and evaluation instruments available 

 
Checklists developed as part of sister projects 
 
Other types of checklists have been developed under EU-funded initiatives, as part of guidelines 
of toolkits for structural change. Those usually embraces only part of the process of change or 
pursue narrower objectives than the one of informing the design and implementation of fully-
fledged strategies, either focusing on self-assessment (INTEGER), a particular issue such as 
recruitment, promotion and career progression (GENOVATE) or integrating the gender dimension 
in research projects (Toolkit for Integrating Gender in EU-funded research).  
 
For instance, INTEGER Guidelines for the Self-Assessment of Transformational Gender Action 
Plans set up in Higher Education and Research Institutions provide, among other 
recommendations, a check list to ensure the sustainability of GEPs adopted under the project, 
which highlight the need for: 
 
è Basing GEPs’ design upon evidence 
è Setting out measurable success indicators 
è Assigning responsibility for individual actions to key actors 
è Securing endorsement from high management level and governance bodies 
è Planning resources beyond project’s, and/or GEP’s timeline 

 
Under GENOVATE, the core guidelines developed for the teams in charge of GEP’s coordination, 
include the following checklist, which is both thematic (issue coverage) and process-related: 
 

1. Work with senior management/leadership.  
2. Take a participatory and inclusive approach.  
3. Support female academics and researchers directly through career progression or 
development programmes such as training and mentoring.  
4. Improve recruitment and promotion procedures for more gender-equal outcomes.  
5. Set gender targets for senior positions.  
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6. Develop measures to increase proportions of women in very male-dominated disciplines.  
7. Seek to influence national policy on academic recruitment/promotion processes.  
8. Take advantage of opportunities for synergies with national-level or EU-level developments  
9. Ensure accountability of all actions through ongoing monitoring.  

 
The toolkit for integrating gender in EU-funded research (EC, 2011, 2015), of which two versions 
have been developed to cover FP7 and H2020, includes a useful checklist which intends to 
provide guidance to those – researchers or not – involved in designing and implementing a 
research project, for ensuring a balance participation of men and women and integrating a gender 
perspective in research content. To the difference of those meant to support more holistic 
strategies, this checklist reflects the different stages of a project’s life cycle and focus on 
questions such as whom the outputs of this project will benefit, does it involve people for 
experiments, is sex a relevant variable for analysis, are there any sources in the literature pointing 
out gender specificities of the subject or can its hypotheses, data collection methods or results 
be influenced by gender, etc., so as to ensure that adequate gender expertise is mobilized to 
tackle the subject 
 
With a similar objective, evaluation and research funding agencies are also developing their own 
checklists, as the one released in January, 2018 by the Agency for Evaluation and Prospective of 
the Valencian Autonomous Community, Spain15. Built upon a strong gender expertise, this 
checklist is arguably the most comprehensive and finest grained elaborated so far with this 
purpose, and has been soon uptaken by the regional funding agency for assessing the integration 
of the gender dimension in submitted research proposals. Meaningfully, the checklist opens with 
a list of items related to assessing the gender component in research content, asking about the 
inclusion of gender to the literature and theoretical review, as well as to the hypotheses, chosen 
methods, ethical review and the language used for drafting the proposal. The composition of the 
research team and ascribed responsibilities are also covered, as well as the gender perspective 
in the dissemination of outputs and their transfer to society. 
 
Although of a more restricted application, these checklists can be valuably mobilized or adapted 
for monitoring part of the activities contemplated in a GEP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
15 https://avap.es/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/LISTA-DE-COMPROBACION-PERSPECTIVA-DE-GENERO.pdf 
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Proposed checklist for GEP evaluation  
 
Implementing principles for structural change 
 

The checklist initially developed for SUPERA project, listed five core principles to guide structural 
change processes aimed at achieving gender equality and integrating the gender perspective in 
the academia. Those, listed below are undoubtedly relevant to RESET: 

 
è The project is meant to be CUMULATIVE, building on previous projects and knowledge. 
è It also intends to be INCLUSIVE, targeting the whole academic community through 

participatory and collaborative methodologies. 
è To achieve its goals, RESET also aspires to be INNOVATIVE, being action-oriented, 

experimental and based on transformation design and its user-centered approach 
è It also intends to be SUSTAINABLE, maximizing accountability, stakeholders’ involvement 

and aiming at long-term institutionalization of the planned actions 
è Last but not least, it will be HOLISTIC, addressing simultaneously in their multi-layered 

dimensions three thematic and one cross-cutting areas of action: a) recruitment, retention 
and career progression; b) access to decision-making; c) integrating the gender 
dimension in research and d) fighting gender stereotypes and bias 

 
The checklist below there subscribes to these core principles. 
 

ü It intends to be cumulative, drawing upon – and avoiding duplications to the greatest 
possible extent, with existing checklists. 

 
ü It pays attention to RESET’s strive for innovation, referring to Gender Equality Boards (or 

however they will be called in practice) and Co-design workshops as two important 
implementation mechanisms. 

 
ü It highlights aspects related to stakeholders’ inclusion, support and participation. 

 
ü Finally, it primarily aims at ensuring the sustainability of the measures, actions or 

initiatives initiated through RESET GEPs implementation. 
 
Yet, in the context of RESET, additional elements are to be considered, to respond to the 
innovative dimensions of this project, and more specifically: 
 

ü The overarching objective of the project, to redesign the notion of academic and scientific 
excellence to steer it into a more inclusive direction, by which the value of gender diversity 
is acknowledged and promoted, and gender bias are debunked and prevented through 
awareness raising and redesigned policies and practices. 

 

ü The intensive use of co-design, as a methodology for building context specific, 
participatory actions while supporting stakeholders’ engagement and inclusion? 
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ü The focus placed on intersecting inequalities and discrimination, in order to promote a 
gender+ approach to structural change and facilitate innovations in addressing 
intersectionality. 

 

All those three core RESET dimensions will be reflected in the updated and expanded checklist 
to be submitted as D.2.2 on M12. Therefore, the checklist below should be understood as a mere 
benchmark exercise and a starting point apt to inform the GEP design phase. 

 

About resources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

è How to proceed? 

ü Assess and further monitor the availability of knowledge and skills for structural change within 
the core team and performing also a screening in terms of attitudes towards facilitating 
structural change for gender equality. 
 

Why it matters 

Setting-up and implementing a GEP requires both qualitatively and quantitatively 
sufficient resources to be mobilized. Those include dedicated staff, (gender) 
expertise, time, knowledge about organizational practices and arrangements, 
facilitation, training, self-assessment as well as negotiation skills. A wise 
management of these resources is also required. Experience tells that staff mobilized 
on GEP implementation can experience difficulties when dealing with resistances, 
obstructions or isolation and that their contribution to put the organization in motion, 
is not always fully acknowledged. 

As made possible by the checklist designed under WP4, an ex-ante self-assessment 
of the availability, scarcity or absence of requested capacities, allows for identifying 
gaps and defining needs in terms of resources. Lacking some of the resources to be 
put into GEP design and implementation should of course not prevent from action 
but lead to develop and use them carefully. While WP4 will assist implementing 
partners in developing resources, this checklist shall support them to wisely use and 
mobilize them. 

This is especially important as RESET is short-lived, resource intensive and primarily 
draws upon EU-funding, which per se, is not sustainable. Hence, when it comes to 
resources, it will be especially relevant to GEP implementation, to make the most of 
those available and to project oneself beyond the timeline of the project. 
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ü Monitor whether the financial resources made available by the project are wisely and 
consistently used with respect to your project’s and GEP’s objectives and timelines: 
underspending can reflect that opportunities for action or for increasing knowledge and skills 
are being missed. Overspending can indicate that your effort might not be sustained over the 
full duration of RESET. A differential consumption of financial resources on respective areas 
of action should draw attention over your priority agenda, with which it has to be consistent. 
 

ü Human resources are key: ensure that responsibilities for GEP implementation and monitoring 
are well distributed and can be sustainably exerted over the course of the project and beyond.  
 

ü Make sure that the contribution of all those involved in GEP implementation is duly 
acknowledged, not only within the GEP team or the consortium, but also towards the whole 
organization, and that their experience in driving structural change can be valued in terms of 
professional trajectory.  
 

ü Provide regular opportunities for staff to exert self-reflexivity and creativity, and to share about 
encountered difficulties, and ensure that their experience is taken into account to support GEP 
implementation. 

 
ü Along with HR, time is also key: ensure that for each GEP related task, time is made available, 

especially for permanent staff involved but exerting other responsibilities. 
 

ü Use Gender Equality Boards as fora to discuss about resources allocation, rise concerns and 
explore additional resources that can be made available to GEP implementation 

 
è Potential indicators? 

Knowledge/skills 

o The regular monitoring of available resources indicates that those are growing steadily and 
that a broader spectrum of knowledge and skills is covered after 24, 36 and 48 months  

o Internal/consortium/external opportunities for training and capacity building are actively 
pursued and used 

o Activities are being carried out internally to disseminate knowledge relevant to GEP 
implementation 

 

Financial resources 

o Funding resources are spent consistently with the intensiveness of GEP related activities 

o Funding resources are distributed accordingly to the priority agenda set in the GEP 

o Significant deviations with respect to planned use are reported to project management 

o Opportunities for sustainable (internal or external) funding of the GEP are actively pursued 
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Human resources 

o Tasks and responsibilities are clearly ascribed and well distributed among team members 

o GEP implementation does not exclusively falls upon staff contracted on project’s payroll 

o Senior, permanent staff is involved in the daily implementation of the GEP 

o Fora are created – such as co-design sessions or focus groups, to share about GEP 
implementation and exert self-reflexivity 

o The contribution of each team member is explicitly valued within and outside the team 

 

About stakeholders’ inclusion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

è How to proceed? 
 

ü Ensure that stakeholders with a rich knowledge of the organization and how it actually works, 
are engaged in the process. Those can help identifying hidden mechanisms and saving time. 
They can also assist in adequately framing solutions. 
 

Why it matters 

It is certainly the most widely shared impact driver or factor of success for effective 
structural change: all relevant categories of stakeholders – depending on context, 
senior and middle management; supporting, administrative and research staff; 
students, are to be engaged with GEP design and implementation. 

Involving stakeholders in an inclusive way, can help lowering resistances to adopted 
measures, increase participation to planned activities and enhance ownership and 
accountability. At the design phase, it is key to reflect their experience of gender 
imbalances, biases or discrimination but also their conception about their own work. 
During implementation, it is crucial for activities to reach their targeted audiences, 
for measures to deliver their full impact and for data and information to be collected 
in order to monitor the GEP and inform potential changes. 

Participation is not only about representation, but also about co-creation: bringing 
together people with different views and experiences can help designing better 
solutions, identify neglected issues and anticipate on potential deviations. It also 
leads to increase creativity and contribute to build and expand a true community of 
practices around the common goal of achieving structural change.  

RESET intends to be methodologically innovative with regards to stakeholders’ 
participation: Co-design workshops are foreseen as shorter-lived co-creative spots 
through which specific problems and solutions can be worked out, with the 
participation of a variety of stakeholders. 
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ü Identify the appropriate communication channel for each stakeholders’ category you wish to 
engage as there is probably no one fit for all. Usually, the most appropriate are those actually 
being used by a specific category for its daily practice or communication, such as newsletter, 
mailing lists or social media account.  
 

ü Deliver tailor-made messages which are both consistent with the overall project’s objectives 
and adapted to their target. Some problems highlighted in your baseline assessment, are more 
likely to draw their attention than other. Once involved, a broader picture can be delivered. 
 

ü Use participatory techniques, privileging those for which capacities are being built under WP4 
of RESET. Co-design techniques are adequate to enhance participation, lowering (and dealing 
with) resistances and create ownership. Co-design workshops have been devised as an 
innovative forum to apply such techniques under RESET. Although there is some learning cost 
attached to their facilitation, they also constitute a true opportunity for involving stakeholders. 
 

ü Make the most of what exists: stakeholders should not only be mobilized on an ad-hoc or 
thematic basis, but also engaged through existing platforms, such as on-the-job training 
schemes, regular executive meetings or with the support of social partners. Identifying those 
platforms is deemed important as it is one of the best way to ensure that targeted groups are 
reached, and that appropriate inputs is received.  
 

ü Creating new platforms, such as a network of gender focal persons, can also be relevant for 
both GEP implementation and sustainability. Such platforms can be rather flexible, and 
supported by dedicated communication channels, such as a gender equality newsletter or 
dedicated social media account. 
 

ü Inclusiveness does not only mean to engage with constituted groups such as those 
determined by their functions. It also refers to address all relevant categories of users of the 
organizations, including those on temporary/external contracts or belonging to less visible 
groups. Adopting an intersectional focus or agenda is thus important to prevent other biases 
in the adopted measures. 

 

è Potential indicators? 

Ensuring that knowledge about the organizations is on board 

o Stakeholders representing core departments or units are regularly involved through Gender 
Equality Boards or other GEP-implementing structures, including HRM, central executive 
services, study supervision (schooling dept., for instance) 

o Targeted groups are reached via tailor made communication, and engaged via the appropriate 
platforms, as evidenced by response or participation rates 

o The loss of organizational knowledge is prevented by ensuring that departing stakeholders are 
replaced by people with a similar organizational background, and by transferring knowledge 
to the GEP implementation team. 
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Participation 

o Stakeholders are engaged both through ad-hoc, issue-specific fora (Co-design workshops) 
and more institutionalized ones (departmental meetings/on-the-job training schemes…) 

o Participation techniques used are experience-based, so that their experience is value and 
that they learn through experience 

o Stakeholders’ participation is monitored quantitatively and qualitatively, through internal ex-
ante/ex-post surveys or questionnaires 

o The circle of involved stakeholders significantly broadens along the project, as evidenced by 
participation records and qualitative assessment of the participation 

 

Inclusiveness 

o It is made sure that all voices can be heard, including those from less institutionalized (or more 
fluid) groups such as staff under temporary contract or external students 

o Communication about the GEP and related activities, is inclusive in terms of written and 
visual languages, targeted audiences and delivered messages. 

o An intersectional approach is regularly convoked, from data collection to drafting measures 
and monitoring their impact 

 

About top leadership (enduring) support 

 

Why it matters 

Support from the top management usually ranks first among success factors for 
effective structural change. This is certainly only partially true, as change can also be 
driven bottom-up or externally and yet, it remains a powerful impact driver, as it can 
leverage greater support from the mid-management level, and place gender equality 
high on the strategic agenda of the organization. 

However, two characteristics at least are to be met for this support to deliver its 
promises: it shall be explicit and long-lasting. Explicit support entails that it is made 
publicly, and through channels that are those usually used for communicating 
strategic decisions or commitments. Long-lasting entails that it is reiterated on 
different occasions and translated into support to adopted measures. 

Whereas all projects similar to RESET are bound to collect evidences of top 
management commitment to the objectives of the project, this does not necessarily 
discard the risk of lip service, nor prevent such support to fade away over time or to 
be withdrawn. Hence, cultivating this support and making the most of it, are two 
important strategic goals to support GEP implementation. 
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è How to proceed? 

 
ü Regularly report to the top management about the GEP, from its design to its implementation, 

so that core orientations and measures are known and explicitly endorsed.  
 

ü Involve top management in some co-creation activities, so as to increase the participation of 
mid-management and enhance ownership among all categories of participants. Show-casing 
that a GEP is about innovation and an institution in motion, can be a powerful argument to 
ensure top-management support. 
 

ü Generate accountability, by making the GEP itself publicly endorsed by the top-management, 
thus making its objectives the ones of the whole community. 
 

ü Identify communication opportunities: there are certainly key venues and events, both 
internally and externally, for your top management to express support to the GEP. Being 
informed in due time about it and preparing ready-made communication, can help making the 
most of these opportunities. 
 

ü Incorporate regular communication on the GEP status in the communication agenda of the 
top management 
 

ü Similarly, a careful analysis of the core challenges endorsed by the top management as those 
defining the future of the RFO or RPO, can be useful to craft a message on gender equality and 
the gender perspective in science as (similarly) strategic goals. 
 

ü Changes can occur in top management over the GEP implementation period: anticipating on 
potential risks or opportunities driven by this change is thus important. 

 
è Potential indicators? 

Generate accountability 

o Regular briefs about GEP design and implementation are held, and the broader community is 
informed about this reporting activity 

o The GEP is officially endorsed by the top management and this endorsement is made public 

o Communication about the GEP is part of the communication agenda of the top management 

 

Make the most of windows of opportunity 

o Key messages are crafted around GEP objectives and core measures, so that they can serve 
to the strategic communication of the organization, both internally and externally. 

o Changes in leadership are anticipated, so that they can be converted into opportunities, or 
that risks for GEP implementation can be mitigated. 
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Ensure that support is long-lasting 

o Successes (in outreach, participation or impact) are highlighted, to increase awareness 
about changes being brought 

o Windows of opportunity are used, to ensure that core measures of the GEP are integrated into 
framework documents such as mission statements or statute 

 

About GEP visibility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
è How to proceed? 

 
ü Ensure to communicate widely about the participatory process leading to GEP design and 

adoption, and to inform the community about the expected steps/timelines of the process. 

ü Provide regular information about GEP related activities, beyond their targeted audiences and 
through appropriate channels such as social media. 

ü Engage with the audiences on social media to further interact with all categories of users. 

ü Make sure that once adopted, the GEP is posted online in a reader-friendly version on the 
official website of the organization, so that it can be referred to at any moment by any 

Why it matters 

Although EU-funded projects on structural changes are meant to bring about the 
adoption and implementation of GEPs, evidences show (EIGE, 2015b) that those are not 
always officially endorsed and made public, which seriously undermine their status of 
internal policy document and considerably limits accountability. 

Additionally, publicly communicating about a GEP and the process that leads to its 
adoption, is crucial not only for building a shared awareness about the challenges of the 
organization with regards to gender equality and integrating the gender perspective in 
research, but also to make it a valid reference for all categories of staff and stakeholders. 

Public commitments can serve as a support for greater accountability, increase the 
knowledge of the community about the GEP, encourage certain categories of 
stakeholders to articulate new claims and broaden the scope of structural changes 
being carried out. 

Publicly communicating about the GEP also enhances transparency about the diagnosis 
and the process that leads to adopting certain solutions, thus lowering potential 
resistances. 

Hence, the visibility of the GEP shall be ensured early enough in the process of its 
adoption and endorsement, and throughout its implementation. 
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interested staff/student. Location on the website is deemed important, as it also evidence the 
official character of the document and its ranking in terms of priority and should therefore be 
carefully devised. Multiple access (for instance from the Intranet) is recommended. 
 

è Potential indicators? 

o A communication roadmap about GEP design, adoption and implementation 

o Regular briefs about GEP related activities 

o Impressions of and engagement with posts on social media regarding the GEP 

o Evidence (such as external requests for information) shows that the GEP is known beyond 
the limits of the organization, which in return contributes to increase ownership internally. 

o GEP available from the website of the organization and also accessible via the intranet 

o GEP referred to in other official documents issued by the organization, such as annual 
reports, mission statements, pluriannual strategies… 

 

About GEP sustainability 

Why it matters 

Sustainability largely derives from above-addressed aspects. Appropriately used 
resources, stakeholders’ engagement, top-management support and visibility do largely 
contribute, altogether, to the sustainability of a GEP and of the commitments that 
underpin it. 

However, from an institutionalist perspective that is, a perspective that takes 
institutions seriously, other steps can be taken to ensure that the efforts put into the 
design and implementation of a GEP will be long lasting, just as the impact of the 
adopted measures. 

Although there is no one best way to sustainability - as context and opportunity 
structures matter, paying attention at every step to incorporate core actions to a) 
existing regulation, decision making or training frameworks and b) to daily routines and 
practices, can enhance the resilience of the actions contained in the GEP. 

Sustainability can be pursued through institutionalization (of a gender equality office, of 
part of the mechanisms and solutions adopted under the GEP, of its funding…). It can 
also be achieved by incorporating gender equality and the gender perspective in 
research to the mission statement of the organization or to the core messages it 
delivers about itself. 

It can also be pursued through establishing long-lasting mechanisms for data collection, 
stakeholders’ consultation on gender issues and making gender expertise more readily 
available throughout the organization. In all cases, it should be pursued at every stage 
of the project to ensure that the GEP will deliver its full potential for structural change, 
beyond the timeline of the project. 
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è How to proceed? 

ü For each contemplated measure, consider which framework document could possibly 
accommodate the proposed solution, and what would be the process to incorporate it. 

ü Although one-shot actions might be occasionally necessary, foresee planned measures as 
to be integrated to regular procedures or routines, with appropriate capacity building 
activities for those agents in charge of implementing them. 

ü Make the most of opportunity structures: carefully monitor review processes meant to lead 
to the update or drafting of relevant documents (such as statuses, mission statements, 
internal regulations or processes…) and offer to involve gender expertise in the process. 

ü Ensure that one-shot actions are reported about so that they can be inspiring and possibly 
duplicated or institutionalized. 

ü Actively pursue other funding opportunities for GEP activities. 

ü Ensure that in-house gender expertise and knowledge is being built, and will be transferred. 

 

è Potential indicators? 

o Gender training to be incorporated to on-the-job training scheme of the organization 

o Gender equality mechanisms reinforced at the institutional level, in terms of mandate, staff 
and resources 

o Gender mainstreaming instruments – such as data collection or gender auditing systems, a 
network of focal person or dedicated communication channel, are put in place 

o Gender knowledge disseminate within the organization, for instance through resources 
centres, on-the-job training modules, new courses or curricula 

o A process of drafting and adoption for a new GEP is initiated or planned prior to the 
completion of the RESET project 

o The existence of a GEP, its period of validity and ideally, its process of adoption, are enacted 
in a formal institutional document  

o The GEP is annexed to the statutes, mission statement or any other regulatory or planning 
document of the organization 
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Building capacities for sustainable 
change and self-monitoring
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Gender inequalities and bias in research 
and the academia: the status quo

3

SEX refers to the biologically determined characteristics of men and women
in terms of reproductive organs and functions based on chromosomal
complement and physiology. As such, sex is globally understood as the
classification of living things as male or female. Although it is rather fixed, sex
cannot be fully encapsulated in this binarity…

GENDER refers to the social construction of women and men, of femininity
and masculinity, which varies in time and place, and between cultures. As a
concept, gender is thus more fluid than sex, although changes in the
definition of gender roles usually take time

4
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Biological sex (objectively measurable organs, 
hormones and chromosomes)

Sexual orientation 
(who I am attracted to)

Gender identity 
(how I think about myself)

Gender expression 
(how I demonstrate my gender)

5

GENDER EQUALITY A situation where individuals are free to develop their
personal abilities and make choices without the limitations imposed by strict
gender roles.

Although gender equality often refers primarily to the respective situations of
women and men, attention should also be brought to preventing discriminations
on grounds such as sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, and to the
situation of non-binary individuals.

6
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INTERSECTIONALITY
Every person is a mosaic of identities: woman/man, old/young, rich/poor, 
married/single, with a migratory background, etc.

7

Building capacities for sustainable 
change and self-monitoring

8
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Horizontal segregation

9

Vertical segregation

10
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The leaky pipeline of women in science

11

Gender bias in access to resources

% Women ERC (2007-2016) % Women ERC (2007-2016)
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Gender bias in access to research mobility

13

Invisibilizing women in research and the academia

MATHILDA EFFECT
Coined by Margaret Rossiter, refers
to the systematic invisibilisation of 
women’s contributions to science.

Johnson calculated the flight path for the first NASA
mission to space. Her skills were so highly valued that
when real computers were brought on the scene,
NASA made it her job to verify the computer’s results!
She co-authored over 26 papers and received credit
for only one. Source : http://blackwomenincomputing.org

14
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The masculine image of science

15

About gender blind and 
gender biased research

16
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Gender blind and gender biased research

GENDER BLINDNESS Failing to take into account
potential sex differences as well as the gendered
roles and conducts of women and men in society -
ultimately leads to reproducing stereotypes, biases
and inequalities. It also results in biased research

It shouldn’t come as a surprise, that very gendered
and segregated knowledge production settings can 
produce gendered knowledge

17

Gender blind and gender biased research

Different symptoms for heart failure     Bias in algorithms creation & use

18
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Gender blind and gender biased research

Source: Ins9tut Montaigne (2020): Please Mind the Bias Report

19

Unconscious bias

UNCONSCIOUS BIAS occurs when we
make judgments or decisions on the
basis of our prior experience, our own
personal deep-seated thought patterns
or assumptions, and we are not aware
that we are doing it. The irony is that
prejudice are by-products of the
efficiency of human cognition.

20

https://www.institutmontaigne.org/ressources/pdfs/publications/algorithms-please-mind-bias.pdf
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Time for a break!

21

Gendering research programs and 
projects in Europe: a new paradigm?

22
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Gender equality objectives in EU policies

❑ Gender equality in scienMfic careers.
❑ Gender balance in decision-making.
❑ IntegraMon of the gender dimension into R&I contents

23

EU Council conclusions of December 2020
q Recalls, with great concern that there continues to be a major gender

imbalance preventing Europe from using the full potential of its R&I system
aiming for excellence

q Calls on the Commission and Member States for a renewed focus on gender
equality and mainstreaming , including through the instrument of gender
equality plans and the integration of the gender dimension into R&I content

q Invites Member States and research funding organisations to (…) to ensure
that allocation of research funding is not affected by gender bias.

24
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Integrating gender under Horizon Europe

Source: Anne Pépin, DG Research & Innovation

25

Integrating gender under Horizon Europe

ü EC to recast exisMng tools to support RPOs and
RFOs in advancing gender equality (GEAR) and to
launch new ones.

ü EC released case studies and fact sheets on gender
in various research areas, including ICTs and AI.

26

https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gear/action-toolbox
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/33b4c99f-2e66-11eb-b27b-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/gender-and-intersectional-bias-artificial-intelligence-factsheet_en
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What we know about structural 
change in practice: principles and 

key drivers for change 

27

As defined by the European Commission, a gender equality plan consists 
of a set of actions aiming at: 

q Conducting audits of procedures and practices to identify gender bias.
q Identifying and implementing innovative strategies to correct any bias.
q Setting targets and monitoring progress via indicators.

European Commission Communication on ‘A Reinforced European Research Area 
Partnership for Excellence and Growth’ (COM(2012) 392 final)

Definition of a gender equality plan

28
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Mandatory process requirements for GEPs
under Horizon Europe

29

Recommended areas of action

30



24/6/21

16

About institutional change

Institutional change is a strategy aiming at:

üRemoving the obstacles to gender equality that are inherent to the
research & higher education system itself.

üAdapting the practices of organisations… even if it requires to
challenge power distribution and ways of doing things.

It is focused on organizational settings, practices and processes,
engaging with individuals primarily as potential agents of change.

31

June 2021

To effectively transform the status quo, institutional change has to be:

ü Participatory
ü Holistic
ü Inclusive
ü Visible
ü Flexible & resilient
ü Sustainable

32
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June 2021

Strategically framing change towards gender equality

Change agents need to strategically frame their acRon so that it can
deliver sustainable results:

ü IdenRfy allies, and engage with them to agree about the diagnosis
and co-design soluMons

ü IdenRfy levers for change inside the organizaMon and acMvate them

ü IdenRfy or create windows of opportunity for change, connecMng
gender equality to other crucial strategic goals for the organizaMon

33

Designing and setting-up a GEP: 
a step-by-step process

34
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ü Getting started > stakeholder mapping
o Analysing and assessing the state-of-play
o Setting up a Gender Equality Plan
o Implementing a Gender Equality Plan
o Monitoring progress and evaluating a Gender Equality Plan
o What comes after?

35

STEP 2: Gender analysis

Gather Data on how the situation is right now

Here you diagnose the problems

ParJcipaJve techniques will focus on analyzing 
problems and finding insights

36



24/6/21

19

STEP 2: Gender analysis

How do you observe and listen ?
ü Interviews
ü Focus groups
ü Workshops
ü Observation (ethnography)
ü Diaries
ü Benchmark (for inspiration)

Use creative 
participatory 

methods

Persona’s, causal 
diagram, lotus 

flower 
brainstorm,…

37

STEP 2: Gender analysis

38
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STEP 2: Gender analysis

39

STEP 2: Gender analysis

Definition of a persona:

Personas are fictitious users
(archetypes) of a product, service
or policy, that represent the goals
and wishes of a large group of
users during the design process.
(Pruitt & Grudin 2003)

40
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Lunch break

41

STEP 3: Setting up a GEP

About theory of change:

A theory of change “consists of a set of statements that describe a particular
program, explain why, how, and under what conditions the program effects occur,
predict the outcomes of the program, and specify the requirements necessary to
bring about the desired program effects”. Sharpe, 2011

Elaborating it ex-ante, e.g from the GEP design phase, helps better structuring
and planning the intervention. It is also crucial for designing meaningful
evaluation questions and explaining causal relations between inputs/activities and
outputs/outcomes and ultimately, impacts.

42
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STEP 3: Setting up a GEP

About impact pathways:

An impact pathway is a 
visual representation of 
the intended process of 
change and of how 
activities are meant to 
deliver desired outputs, 
outcomes and impacts

43

STEP 3: Setting up a GEP

An impact pathway is also a lot about context:

44
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STEP 3: Setting up a GEP

Example:

45

And now… your turn!
Start devising your own GEP impact pathway

ü Your inputs: resources, knowledge, people…

ü Your activities: GEP activities
(either for its design or planned as part of the GEP itself)

ü Your outputs: the expected immediate result of the activities

ü Your outcomes: the expected intermediate result of the activities

ü Your impact: what will change?

46


